
I / AD—AO 6O 796 HUDSON INST INC CROTON-ON—ttCSON N Y 

-

~~~ F/a 15/7
DEFENDING NATO—EUROPE. FORWARD DEFENSE AND NUCLEAR STRATESY . (U)
NOV 77 C S SPAY DtI ADOI— 76—C—0036

UNCLASSIFIED H1 2n6/3 RR ONA—1567F It

•!I .1 H

fl~~~~~~~~~~fl~~~~j

U D A t E



i ~~~~ L.~I .LJ L
_ _ _  

L ~~~L
L

I . I :, DV ~
_________________ I 8

~flfl 
I 25 

~D U h .4 
~



- 
~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --- -. — j-— 

~

.-—-,-—.-

~
‘ — -

~~
--——---—---

~
----

~ LEVEL~ 
~~~~~~ °°~~~“

DNA 4567F

DEFENDING NATO-EUROPE
~~ Forwar d Defen se and Nuclear Strategy (

Hudson Ins t it u te , Inc .
Quaker Ridge Road
Croton-on-Hudson , New York  10520

November 1977

13.
Final Report for Period September 1976— November 1977

t -J

CONTRACT No. DNA O01-76-C~ OQ38

I-

I APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE;[ DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED.

THIS WORK SPONSORED BY THE DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
UNDER RDT&E RMSS CODE B325077464 V990AXNF03702 H2590D.

D D Cc~1psu’uc2Prepared for i~j NOV 6 1970Director in 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY UI t~S1!~1SU U1~Wa shington , D. C. 20305 6

~~
-.



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - --- ~~~~ --~~~ . —--- - .~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ,

Destroy th i s re por t when it is no lon ger
needed. Do not return to sender.

PLEASE NOTIFY THE DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY ,
ATTN : TI SI , WASHINGTON , D.C. 20305, IF
YOUR ADDRESS IS INCORRECT , IF YOU WISH TO
BE DELETED FROM THE DISTRIBUTION LIST , OR
IF THE ADDRESSEE IS NO LONGER EMPLOYED BY
YOUR ORGANIZATION .

~
S.,

I

~
_ _  - 

~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
.

~~~~~~~~~~ -- -~~~-~~~- - - ~~~~~~~~. - -~~~~ - - ~~~--- 
—

~~
-

~ -~~~~~~~~~
--

~~~~



—.~ —.,--.-.-“-- - -~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — —.
~
- ‘

~~

~~ ~ U R I ’ f CL ~~ f I~ A T I O N  fl ~~~~~ ~ A ,I I4P,~.,, I) ..r .  I , ,

REPORT DOCUME~3TAT ION PAGE j l~F~~~~~~( ( Fj ) RM
F~( P.) N N~ iM f ~~ ~ . .C’V 1 A ( C  I SSION .3  P E C f P I E N T 5  C A T  A L O G  Nf ~ M U I  N

DNA ~567F ________ _______________
4 T~ • ..,, i ‘ ,h t u f .  ~~~~~~~~~~ S ~~1~~SS & P E R i O D  C O V I  i-i l P

D E F E N D I N G . NATO-~ yR O PE. F i n a l ~~~~~~ or Period
— - .v Sep 76—Nov 77Forward Defense and Nuclear Strateqy. — 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _1 A U TH OR fl p-,, 5~ UI N

~~~~~~~ cOH nS. /GraY
j ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

9 Ft .~ O c i N M I H ; o H , A s I : A T I O N  N A M I  A N U  A P 1~4I ~‘.  0 PROGI~ Ai.i L .i s~ I~~~~ f

Hudson Inst i tute , Inc. ~‘-•— 
A R IA i W ’ ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

7
Quaker Ridge Road NWE D ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Crown-on-Hudson , New York 10520 - 

______

i i  . 5 f 4 ~~ LIN’ .  CU- ~ IC l  NAM I -  A RID A I D I D R E - S S  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

D i rector Ii Nov~~~~r_~~ 77 ‘

~~~~(L~ ~ ~~ c:1_:~
3
~ ~~~~~~ UNC LAS S I F I ED

~~~H~~~Uf l O N S TA T C/  ~o L _  
_ _ _  _ _

Approved for public release; distribution uni m u  ted. — 

. T R I I~~, 1 I 5 S~ A 1 f M f N~ f iii. ’ ..?.s,,i. f ,., i,.r,. ,f in  f i l E :0 . i f  I, I l , ’r , ’, . i  I,,’,,,

I’

S —
IA  ~IPPL I M L N  T A R ’i N i) I F S

This work sponsored b y the Defense Nuclear Agency under RDT&E RMSS
Code B325077L464 V99.~AXNF03 702 H2590D.

*ORID! ,  i iifiiiii,. ri ,.- . - ,-~~- ,- r h— i t  i,., .— , - . , , r  i.r,,S , fr,ri,Ir fri Slo t. 

Forward Defense Soviet Doctrine
NATO Defense MC 14/3
Warsaw Pact European Conil ict Scenarios
Nuclear Strategy Surprise Attack Issues

~‘4) A
’
~~~\R A C T  ,,r ,r j ,rr., n i  ~~~~~~~~ fr i f  i,. . .‘n ~~ ~, n f  r h - i t s  I.. I.. rr . rr, f n r., ,

This stud y assesses the roles of nuclear posture and doctrine in relation
to forward de fense of NATO-Europe . examining the necessity for this forward
de fense i n de ta i l . The current issue of a “surprise attack” on NATO—c enter
is d isc ussed , and the report also examines what is known concerning Soviet
pos ture and doctrine vis a vis Cent ral Europe . i n c l ud i n g thea ter n uc l e a r

a options . ~

DD ~~
‘
~I 1473 DI f U N  OF I NOV t.~ is OI~Si’L I TI 

UNCLASS I F l  ED
-
~ - SI l I N t  I i  L A S S I E  Is A T  ION 01 T H I S  P AOl  II’,.. l ’~~U. ii



- r “r

EXECU IIVE SUMMARY

)L ctud~ examines the rolts of nuc l ear ~•osture and doctrine in

- - .~ t u ’  ~ robust forh~ rcu defense of NATO-Europe . The basic thrust

c .tuI y is  t N~ the ffect that NATO should draft an MC 14/4 which

e ‘ - ‘  ~ a concept of forward nuclear defense tha t would be compatible

• with a serious attempt to defend without nuclear use in the first

• instance .

The stud y examines in detail the basic reasons why forward defense

has to be the NATO strategy stance , yet warns that this concept should

not be interpreted too literally lest it impl y a brittle , linear bor—

- 
I 

der-hugging deployment which both invites early rupture and virtually

guarantees an inab ili ty to recover from in it~ai setbacks. lt is argued

that NATO , although formally endorsing the politically- essential i dea

of forward defense , has yet to prov i de a posture that matches the politi-

cal commitment.

Nex t , the study explores the whole range of surprise attack issues

that have risen to belated prom i nence in 1976-1977--largely as a conse-

quence of the DIA . Hollinqs worth and t4unn-Bartlet t reports. It is iudqed

that , techn i cally speaking, a surprise attack on NATO-center is not

possible , bu t that th i s  jud gmen t cou ld  be rende red concer n i ng al mos t

every successful surprise attack of the Twentieth Century thus far.

Overall , it is argued tha t NATO ’s p roblem is not one of sur pr i se , but

rather of read iness ’ and of the ab i l i t y to genera te suff ic i ent prompt

combat power as to make use of the warnin g ti me that undoubtedl y would

be granted.
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Moving from a NATO to a Warsaw Pac t foc us , the study next examine s

wha t is known concerning Soviet posture and doctrine vis-à-vis Centred

Europe--with par ticular reference to theater-nuclear opt Ions. The new

Soviet tactica l doctrine tha t requires the rapid advance of ‘daring-

thrust ’ BMP regiments is assessed , though in a context that recoq-

nizes the f l exibility that paradoxicall y is inherent in the fairly

extreme centralization of the Soviet military structure . In short , it

is argued that the Soviet ground forces , though modernized to effect a

blitzkrieg, could also engage ii, the grinding braw l of time -(and asset-)

consuming breakthrough operations . This section of the study takes due

account of the non-nuclear modernization of the Soviet ground (and

Fron tal Aviation) forces , but declines to support the view that there

has been a true revolution in the Soviet appreciation of the relation

between conventional and theater—nuclear ope rations.

In its concluding st tion , this study suggests that NATO is in need

of the drafting of an MC 14/4 which would call , unambiguously, for a for-

ward nuclear defense in the event that the forward non-nuclea r de fenses

los t thei r cohesion . I t is ar gued tha t such a st ance wou ld be m i l it ar i l y

effective , would serve prewar deterrent ends , and should not lead to

the devastation of Western Europe.
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DEFEND I NG NATO-EUROPE : FORWARD DEFENSE
AND NUCLEAR STRATEGY

NATO ’ s pri mary duty is to minimize any incentives a Soviet leader-

ship mi ght discern in favor of seeking military solutions to political

problems in Europe. NATO should proceed in its thinkin g beyond the

cred ible promise of ‘v i c tory denial ’ , to the f ie ld  of lim ited , though

sti l l  recognizable , v ictory for itself. An army , even a multi-nationa l

army whose primary function is peacetime deterrence , shou ld not be asked

to face the prospect of combat with the sole mission of avoiding defeat.

In brief , Sovie t leaders should  unders tand that i f  they choose to move

aga in s t Wes tern Europe , for whatever blend of reasons , no longer w i l l

there be a status quo (to be restored--beyond which NATO would not

ven ture) in NATO eyes . In practice , NATO migh t be pleased ,and

indeed for tuna te, to be abl e to se tt le for a res tora t ion of the status

quo ante. But , Sovie t leaders should be told tha t Wes ter n acce ptance

of the politica l structure of Centra l and Eastern Europe is conditional

upon Soviet good behavior. Should the Groups of Soviet Forces in Germany

(GSFG) and Czechoslovak ia (CGSF) move westwards , then the politica l

future of Eastern Europe assuredly will be viewed by NATO as unfinished

business——reactivated as a matter of live concern after thirty years .1

Regardless of NATO hin ts or declara t ions , Sovie t poli ti cians and

o f f i c ia ls  can not help bu t be aware of the possibility that the dynam i cs

of a mili tary conflict in Europe could proceed wel l beyond anticipated

boundaries. Nonetheless , the re would be some va l ue for deterrent effect,

and for intra-NATO allia nce morale , were NATO ’s poli t ica l m issio n to be

proclaimed in more positive terms than is the case at present. Military
I
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organizations tasked not to lose tend not to win.
2 

The risks and pos-

sible costs of a victory-orientation typically are high--an appreciation

which usefully should concentrate political minds before they choose

to engage in armed conflict. If NATO is compelled to fight for Western

Europe , i t should recall Basil Lidde ll-Hart ’s injunction that the gen-

eral object of war is the achievemen t of a better peace.3

Since Hudson Institute issued its first ‘ forward defense ’ report

in l976,~ some of the leading i tems discussed in tha t report have

attracted a great deal of publicity. In particular , NATO ’ s vu l nerability

to a surprise attack has been debated as never before--substantiall y be-

- : cause of the cumulative impacts of the DIA , Hol lingsworth and Nunn -Bartlett

reports.5 The Nunn-Bartlett report , wh ich was si mi la r in some of its

arg ument s to Hudson ’s 1976 study , pointed to major NATO deficiencies

in such areas as: assumptions over warning time and the likely dura-

tion of a war; rna l deployment; lack of conventional firepower; readiness;

air defense; C3; and interoperabi lity. Nunn-Bart lett , excellent though

it is in most respects , does have some cr it ica l weaknesses , particularly

wi th respect to theater-nuc l ear issues. Although that report took a

properly pessimistic view of the likely stability of NATO ’s defenses

unde r p ress u re , it continued the long-established Western tradition

both of neg lec t ing to take adequa te acco unt of wha t Sov i et soldie rs and

analysts say concerning the Soviet approach to theater war , and declin-

ing to sig nal the possibility (to understate the case) that tactica l

nuclear operations by NATO , p roperly des i gned , m ight offe r the bes t

avai lab le p rospec t for blun t ing “the new Soviet threa t .” In shor t ,

the Nunn-Bart lett report identified with due solemnity most of the

— 6 
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major symptoms of NATO ’ s non-nuclear weaknesses (perhaps to the point

of overstatement), but the nuclear dimension is vastl y underappreciated

in the report ’s comments on the likely combat incentives of both sides .

In a number of places over the past twe l ve months , this au thor

has argued that theater-conventional , theater-nuclear , and strategic

issues cannot sensibl y be anal yzed in isol aLion , one from the others.6

Time does not always clarif y strategic questions , bu t 1976-1977 has seen

deve l opments on most relevant strategic issues which allow for more

positive comments than was the case early in 1976. For i mportant

examples , the character of Soviet tactica l doctrine vis-a-vis NATO ’s

Ce nt ral Fron t i s more cl ear ly  disc ern i bl e today than was the case a

year ago,7 whi le also , and no less i mportant , the probable nature and

purpose of the Soviet theater- -nuclear general strike plan is more evi-

I
dent in mid—1 977 .8 Both of these subjects are treated in detail n

the ana l ysis which follows. On the negative side , from the point of

view of comprehending where the various balances salient to NATO-

• European security are tendin g, there i s the poli t ica l fac t of the

change in administration in Washington. The more confident Soviet

- 
- 

leaders and off ici als feel about the s t ra teg ic balance , the greater

should be their perce i ved freedom of action at the theater leve l of

4 operations. By late 1 976 the Ford Administration believed that it

had i ts strategic programs very much on-course. The B-l was to be

p rocured to the 244 level (210 LIE aircraft), the MX follow-on 1CBM

-

- 

was to move into eng i neering developmen t , and all cruise missile -

options were open. The Carter Administration has (effectively) can-

celled the B-l program , de layed the MX program by app rox im atel y t
wo7
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years , and may yet  reduce g reat l y the value of strategic cruis e mis s il es

through accept i nq sever e range r e s t r i c t  i o t is  on a i r— launched c r u is e

m i s s i  lr ’S in SALT . In other words , the strat eqic—b al j Ilce . hac k- 1Iiop to

European de fense quest ions looks rather less  ro bust  in l~~77 than i t  d i d

in 1 976.

Forward Defense

A forward defense of NATO-Europ e is  cs- ~e n t i a l  on both p o l i t i c a l  and

m I I I ta ry grounds . NATO ‘ s sontewha t noni I na 1 I onq — s t and in q e ndo r ‘. emen

of th i s  concept has been d i c t a t e d  by understandable We st Ge rma n demands

and also by sober cons iderat ion of the ( l ack  of )  qeoq raphic a l  dep th  of

NATO-Europe . Parochial  West Germa n co ncer n-, and a l l i a n c e  best i n t e r e s t s

happen to co~nc ide . Howeve r , wh i le  advo ca t i n ~ a strong fo rward defense ,

• a deployment that compels the Warsaw Pact to f i ght hard for ev e ry  te r-

r i t o r i a l  gain Wes t of the Elbe , one is not (or should not h’ ’l a rqu ine~

for the k ind of b r i t t l e  l inear  defense that stakes every t h i n ~ on tht’

firs t forty-eight hours of combat . Any defense line can be’ f r a c t u r e d

by means of the time l y concentrat ion of s u f f i c ient resoui-
~e’ ..

study , in advocating a truly serious forward defense (and c e i t a i n l v

one more serious t han the frontier-region covering force curre ntl’y

planned by NATO) , is not suggesting that NATO p lace the major portion

of its somewhat li ni ted , i mmediately—available military a s s e t s  w i t h i n

a two-hour drive of the East German border. Just as NATO ’s militar y

posture has to be relevant to a range of possible events, rang i n -i from

a pre-planned surprise attack intended to secure theater-w i de victo ry ,

to the escalation of an unp l anned crisis in Berlin , East Germany .

8
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Czechos lovakia or Yugoslav ia , so NATO needs to apprec iate that i t  does

not confront , in the Wars~’ Pact , a potent ial enemy geared to a s ing le

concept of tactical offensive act ion . NATO faces both the prospect of

a b l i t z k r i e g  and of a brawl . 9 Depending upon the s t a b i l i t y ,  cohesive-

ness and depth of NATO ’s defenses , the Soviets m a y  launch regime ntal-

(or even battalion-) l eve l ‘daring thrusts ’ to disrupt and penetrate ,

or they may be compelled to concentra te divisional , army or even frontal

resources for grinding breakthrough operations . Soviet m i litary struc-

ture and tactica l doctrine is adapted for both types of action .

It is useful briefly to recap the case for a NATO attemp t to stabilize

a strong forward defense. So t raditiona l are the arguments for forward

defense that they tend to be ‘ taken as read’ --with the in evitable conse-

q uence that influential offi cials and po l iticians , from time to time ,

fail to under stand them. Preeminen tly, there are ei ght reasons for

NATO ’ s endorsement of the forward defense concept.

First , West Ge rmany (and Denmark , Norway, and possibl y--should Pact

Forces occupy Yugoslavia--Italy) needs to be assured that its allies

are committed to its defense rather than its eventua l liberat inn . No

society should be expected to endorse alliance ties w i t h  e n t h u s i a s m  i f

it antici pates a combat role of buffer zone/battlefield--of providing

space for the buying of time (for distant al lies) . Furthermore , les t

there be any misunde rstanding, it should be understood clearly that

without West Germany , in a military sense , there is no NATO-Europe .

West German ground forces comprise 47 percent of the NATO total on ,

and i mmediately assigned to, the Central Front (excluding French forces .

1
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but a lso  exc lud ing We st German r e s e r v i s t s ) .  West Germany a lso provides

37 percent of the tanks for NATO ’ s Centra l Front and near ly  144 percent

of the fron t-line aircraft. With France continuing her stance of

‘sepa rated , but not divorced’ vis-à-vis NATO , the assuredly-available

territory and air space of the alliance in Western Europe , without West

Germany, comprises Benelux , Denmark , Norway , Italy and Great Britain .

I n  sho rt , withou t West Germany NATO is a geographical absurdity.

Second , the forward defense of West Germany should be intended to

preserve West German assets for NATO ’s de fense. In terms of population

to be mobilized (for economic and directl y military dut ies), NATO can-

not afford to write off West Germany .~ ° While the Soviet Un i on

should not be expected to be sentimental or humanitarian towards the

kill i n g  of Germans , it should be expected to be interested in pre-

serving relative l y intact the industria l heartland of Western Europe .

For reason s that Eng l i s h m e n , Frenchme n , Dutchme n , et al. , may not much

l i ke , NATO in the l97Os is , in essence , anchored by an American-West

German alliance , By virtue of geopolitical proximity, West Germany is

compelled to take the Soviet military threat very seriousl y; while , by

virtue of mobilizable potential , West Germany is the Western European

country which has the resources (of trained and semi-trained manpower ,

and mobilizable industrial capacity) to offer really serious local

resistance to the armed forces of the Warsaw Pact.

T h i r d , aside from its intrinsic va l ue , West German territory

offers space tha t NATO cannot afford to trade. The military meaning

of geographic distance clearly must vary with the character of its

land-for m and the tenacity, dens i ty and s k i l l  of the def ense .

10
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Nonet heless , the fact remains tha t the NORTHAG area of West Germany

of fers few geographica l impediments to a determ ined invader ,~~ If NATO

‘ trades ’ North Ge rmany for t im e , it would also be trading Denmark , Nor-

way, Hol land , and re l a t i ve l y  f ree egress into the North and Norwegian

seas to a Ba l t i c  f lee t and nava l a ir resources then able to link up •

w ith the forces of the Northern Fleet based on the Kola Inlet. 12 In

-
: 

addi t ion , spa ce traded in the North would place at r isk , v ia a northern

enve lopment , t he indust r ia l  heart land of West Germany and Ho l l a n d .

This industrial heart land , comprising the Rhine-Ruhr region and the

Dutch Rondstad , may one day mer i t descri pt io n as “a Maginot Line...

which would constitute the largest man-made military fortification in

h i story .”13 Whethe r or not thi s would be the case will depend upon

how NATO and the Warsaw Pact approach the prob l ems of urban warfa re.

-

• Fourth , a robus t forward defense should accord NATO countries the

time that they need in order to mobilize—-both in the classica l sense

of the mobilization of reasonably ready reservists - and in  the World War I I

- . sense of gearing industry to the surge production of war- relevant i tems.l4

Wes t Germa n asse ts , particularly i n  the a rea of m i l i tary ma npower , are

cri tically i mportant to NATO ’s short-to—med i um term resisting power. 15

The more of West Germany that can be held , the greater the loca l NATO

resources for resistance . However , NATO should ant i c i pa te tha t al thou gh

the Soviet Union would like to inherit Weste rn European economies in good

working order (in good par t as a recovery base to offset damage likely 
- 

-

to be suffe red at home), Sovie t weapons certainly would be targeted to

disrupt NATO—European ind ustrial mobilization (should the blitzkrieg

-
- 

not deve l op). Should the battle for North Germany evo l ve as a grinding

I l
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braw l , rather t han as a lightning campaign , SovIet leaders might we ’ll be

a t t r a c t e d  to the notion of d iscouraging NATO-European mob i l i z a t i o n  by

means of one or two exemplary ‘pun i s h i n g ’ strikes on heavily In du stri a lized

areas.

Fifth , a forward de fense which serves its purposes (to deny access

to NATO assets , where possible , and to punish the invader through a con -

H tinua l attrition-- thereby weakening him and se tting him up for NATO

counteroffensives on the flanks of the salient(s) that h is advance

should create) , should markedl y reduce the pressure on NATO governments

-

- 

to sanction escalatory actions , as compared with what seems very lik e ly

to happen given NATO ’ s curren t posture and strategy . Even if a rap id

fall- back of such NATO un i ts  as were deployed forward in covering posi-

tions (and were able to disengage in an orderly fashion) did not really

presage catastrophe , many NATO-European po l i t i c i a n s  would be torn between

the des ire to reach whatever agreement mi g ht prove to be immed ia te ly

negot iable w i th  the a t tacke r , and the asp i ra t ion  that dramat ic shock

act ion of an esca latory kind might e f fec t  a useful p o l i t i ca l  dis contin-

u it y . 16 American de f i n i t i on  of a to le rab le  t ide of b a t t l e , not requ i r i ng

a shock ac t io n r espons e, could--and probably would--be very different

from the views of mos t NATO-Europeans (and , given their separate pe r-

spec t i ves , both sides might be correct). To be more specific , a tram-is-

AtlantIc view of the seriousness of a military situation wherein a main

line of resistance had been stabilized in and about the Rhlne -Ruh r

reg i on (‘ueaninq that North-Central Germany, muc h of the Nether lands ,

Denmark , and presumably Norway would be in Soviet hands)--wi th the 7th

Army and I ts essential supportIng rear—base structure s t i l l  more’ or

I.’ _ . ~1
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11
less intact , though heavily engaged--could hardly be expected to co i nc ide

w ith contemporary perceptions of NATO-Europeans. 17 
The more space NATO

concedes to a Warsaw Pact advance , the greater t he danger of pol i t i ca l

fragmentat ion in NATO . If one ’ s country is being overrun , or seems

about to be overrun , ca lm , detached very loca l assessments of NATO ’ s

long-run m i l i t a ry prospects should not be expected. West German ,

Dan ish , Norweg ian , Dutch and Belgian po l i t i c i ans  would appreciate that

the Sov iet invasion , if subject to suf f ic ient  p u n i s h m e n t , might over-

reach i t se l f .  But , C lausew tz ’s words of w isdom on the subject of

“the cu lminat ing point of v ic tory ” would provide scant comfort . 18

To recap, if NATO is  compelled to y ie ld  a grea t dea l of West German

terr i tory in a hurry, those NATO-Europeans who do not seek a unilateral

bai l—out option , are very l i ke ly  indeed to attempt to ins is t  that NATO

(i.e., the Un i ted States) take dramatic , la rgely off—battlefield (nuclear)

action in the hope of persuading the Soviet leadershi p that the rules of

the game have just changed to its severe disadvantage.

S i x th , war sho u ld  always be cond ucted w it h a v iew to the cha rac ter

of the peac e tha t sho u l d  fo l low , and wi th a view to the s t ruc tu re of

the bargaining game that will follow , or acco mpany , the fighting should

neithe r side achieve a clear-cut victory on the battlefield. This

study assumes tha t war in Europe would not be un l eashed because mili-

tary men (and some politicians) have dreams of glory , bu t ra ther as a

conseque nce of pol i tica l calculation . A forward ~efe nse fo r NATO ,

married to the offensive i deas cited in the introduction of this study ,

should maxi mize the prospects that when politicians come seriously to

bargain over the terms of peace , or ar m is t ice , the l eas t po s s i b l e

13
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numb er of territorial , econom i c , and p oIi t i c a l — s ~ inbo li~ NATO assets

would be in Soviet hands . Whil e soldiers are trained to  win the war ,

so po li tic i ans should understand tha t they owe It to their soldiers to

do everythi ng in their power to win the peace .
19

Prominen t among the more p lau sible scenarios of the course of a con-

fl i c t in Europe i s the case wherein the Soviet Union unleashes a iii I i  tary

l unqe intended to secure clear , bu t l i m i t e d ,  m i l i t a r y  victory. As with

the Japanese surprise a t t a c k  in  December 194 1 . th e Soviet Un i on nmiqh t  in-

vade W es te rn  Europe , aware of the p o s s i b i l i t y  of to ta l  d i sas t e r , yet moder-

at e ly (over-?) con f i den t  tha t  earl y geographica l success would set up the

- ,dv t . m - ~ar y (ie .s) t om prof i tabl e bar g a ining. Courtesy of the historical

L LII I 0 ~ I t ~ 1 t t he OL C upa t ion ‘ocie s in pos t —wa r (Wo r 1 d War I I ) (e rniany

a Sovi e’ t  o f  f em is  i ye .iq,i i nst  NATO—Euro pe could do (and be intended to do)

iii na I damaqe to the U.S . Army in Europe , wh I 1 e effect i ng a Canna e—

- 20s t - ’1- l e double envelopment ot the major dispos i t ions of NORTHAG . NATO

I’ et~~l- . t o  think t hrouqh the 1 ike 1 y po l i t  I cal dynanii cs of this scen ario——

almost unbe l lov ably sensit lye and painful though the subj ect mus t be.

NATO t armot a f f o r d  a defense posture which virtually Inv ites the adver-

sary to secure 1 i ni ted , tho ugh substanti a l , i n i t i a l  gains , and which——

by reason of Its short-order deficiencies--could offer to Soviet leaders

t he’ opportunity to secure an armistice in a context where most NATO-

E uropeans would he over-eager simply to stop the fighting.

Seventh , a strong forward defense would compe l the Warsaw Pact to

commit itself very early with respect to the major axes of its intended

advance. If NATO is to stand any chance of establishi ng a main line

of resistance t o ,  he omidin. t of the p r i nc i p a l  do fens I ye bat t Ic , it  has

I !4 j
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to avoid the military sins of the Japanese over-vaunted Kwantung Army

in 1945. In its invasion of Manchuria in 1945, the Sovie t Ar my was a l lowed ,

in part by virtue of the shallow (though heavily fortified) character of the

def ense , to advance on no fewer than eight parallel axes of advance (to a

depth of 200 miles in 3 days). A dense and cohes i ve forward defense would

deny the Soviet Army the option of rapidly advancing its ‘daring-thrust ’

BMP regiments for the purpose of disrupting the NATO front and isolating

NATO ’ s f ron ti er cover i ng force . Pro pe r l y  des ig ned , a NATO forwa rd defense

should compe l the GSFG and its East German and Polish support to mount a

series of time- (and asset) consuming breakthrough operations. The favorable

rati o of forc es requi red for a break throu gh sho u ld  offe r to NATO a tt rac t ive

massed targets for conventional or tactica l nuclea r attack. The grinding

brawl of a break throu gh exe r c i s e purchases t i me for NATO de p loyment and

mobilization , and a l so , in prospect , should diminish the Soviet appetite

for war.

E ighth and finally, a more-than—nominal forward defense ensures that

- . 
the process of se r io us att ri t ion of the ca pab i l i ty of the offensive  s ide

begins at once. A forward defense worthy of the name does more than slow

dow n the invader , and compels  hi m to s ig nal h i s  p r i n c i pal axes of advance :

also i t  hurts him grievously. Depending upon the mobilization scenario(s)

preferred , i t is not at all inev i table that the Warsaw Pact would have

-
- men and materiel imediately available in abundance to grind down dense

-
~~ 

NATO defense.21 If the Warsaw Pact attacked withou t prior reinforcement of 
- -

j the GSFG and the CGSF , if NATO were postured and deployed to fight seriously

‘from the frontier ,’ and if NATO were able to contest the Soviet freedom to

~~ use its LOC from the Western Military Districts of the Soviet Un i on ,

15
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then the ‘shockpower ’ of Sovie t and Pact-allied forces migh t rapidly be

attenuated by NATO (or might be sucked-in and attr ited fatally from the

flanks , as its onward momentum created highly vulnerable sallents). 22

Notwithstanding the arguments given above which advocate strongly

a robust forward defense, cert ain caveats and qualifica t ions do have

to be noted . Above all else , NATO should avoid a situa tion wherein

i t can 
~~~ 

defend far forward. Any forward defense can be breached.

An attacker has the initiative : he can select the place and timing of

the onset of hostilities (given the conviction tha t NATO would never

choose to la un ch p reemp t i ve ‘spoilin g ’ strikes into East Germany--thereby

transforming a probability of war into the certainty of war). If NATO

4 were postured to conduc t only a far forward defense , any Soviet break-

through could leave NATO i n a condi t ion anala gous to tha t of the French

i n May l9~*O , once Guderia n had crossed the Meuse at Sedan . I n b ri ef ,

NATO needs to be able to stop a Pact offensive before major West German/

- - Danish/Dutch assets are lost (bearing in mind the very likely politica l

ramifica tions of such a development), but not at the cost of foreclos i ng

upon the ability (a) to offer near-continuous heavy resistance to the

rear (even the deep rear), (b) to sea l off the flanks of the armored

penetrations , and (c) to be able to conduct flank-directed counterattacks .23

With an appropriate blend of fire and maneuver , and given NATO ’s poten t ial

for developing military power , Western Europe should be defensible--

with no need for the taking of (strategic-) nuclear escalatory action .

16
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Heavy application of both conven tional and very low and lo~ y ield

nuclear fire within the first 48 hours of a war should both disrupt a

Pact attack schedule and cause a leve l of attrition that must detract

very markedly from Pact ability to sustain momentum in an offensive for

more than a few days. Cle arl y, Issues critical to th is  d iscussion are

the details of the mobilization scenario (did the Warsaw Pact attack on

M+2 , M+6 , M+12 , etc .?), and the effectiveness of a promptly-conducted NATO

shallow and deep i n te rd i c t i on  campa ign . NATO cannot sea l off Centra l

Europe from the Soviet  Union , but suc h an e f fec t  is not requ i red .

Instead , NATO needs to be able to slow down the transference of forces

from the Soviet Un ion to the Central  Fron t and promote genera l chaos

in the deep rear. (The politica l stability of that deep rear--Poland ,

and Czechoslovakia in particular--would have to be a cause of Soviet

. . 24 -
disquiet).

Th is section , by and large , has been optimistic in tone ; the

next two sec t  ions w i  I I be’ less c o — — a s  the Soviet  adversar y  is taken

very esp 1 i c i t  lv in to ac~ -.win t . Before i~
i unq i nq in to det a i Is , i t  is

useful to offer a caveat concerning an important slice of the basis of

evidence upon wh i ch prognoses for combat in Europe rest. Specifically,

as Joseph Doug las s argues convincing ly in a recent important analys is ,

“(bloth NATO and Warsaw Pact operate under si gnificant military and

political constraints in designing their exercise scenarios . In effect ,

both sides are precluded from ‘playing ’ many I mportant scenarios in

t heir exerc ises. ”25 Much as Kaiser W i l h e l m  II required that the annua l

mil itary exercises of I mperial Germany be conc~ uded with a successful

17
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cava l ry charge , so both NATO and the Warsaw Pact require that their

(defending) side should win. In addition to the politica l requirement

that the dice be loaded in favor of our side being able to dea l the

a gg resso r a ‘staggering/decisive rebu ff’ --to resort to Soviet term i nology--

neither side wil l  conduct exercises wh i ch offer to the eyes of trained

interpreters near-conc l us i ve clues as to operational intentions. 26 Th i s

is not to argue tha t exercise information is a worthless source of intel-

l i gence , far from it. Only that the caveats appropriate to the assess-

ment of that data are probabl y much larger than is generall y appreciated.

For one example , when did NATO last endorse a scenario wherein war in

Europe began with a heavy but selective (i.e., unmistakable counterforce)

Soviet  nuclear lay-down wh ich e l iminated most of NATO ’ s theater-nuc lear

posture and the very extensive co-located conventional military assets--

and succeeded in para l yzing much of NATO ’s C3? Similarly, when did

the Warsaw Pac t last conduct an exercise wherein NATO resorted almost

instantly to nuclear weapons and succeeded in blowing away a goodly

f ract ion of the f i r s t  at tacking echelon , turned much of the remainder

into a confused mass of men and traffic-locked vehicles that could

barely move , and prevented the orderly introduction into the campaign of

the second echelon?

This caveat on exercise scenarios and data is less than startingly

or i g ina l , but exercise constra ints , long accepted (by osmosis), may come

to be unappreciated (or, at leas t , underappreciated) for what they are .

Scenario-writers on NATO-staffs may be wefl awa re of the unpleasant

possibil it ies tha t are not bei ng exercised , b ut how many po l i t i c i ans

and very sen ior offic i als i n NATO countries understand how the exercise

1 18
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bus i ness is governed by less than exp l i c i t  rules of acceptab i l i t y - -and

indeed u t i l it y .  W i t h  regard to utility, there wou ld be li tt le value

in an ‘exercise ’ wh i ch essentially would be concluded by a round one

compris ing a NATO/Warsaw Pact f i r s t  nuclear str ike .

Surpr i se A ttack Iss ues

Soviet  forces deployed in Eastern Europe now possess the
abi l i t y  to launch a potent ia l l y devastat ing convent ional
attack in Centra l Europe wi th little wa rning. Such an attack
might be unattended by t he t e l l t a l e  prior callup and trans-
fer to the Central Reg i on of Soviet division s ~~ationed in
the western mi l i tary d i s t r i c t s  of the U .S . S . R .  /

This judgment of fe red in the Nunn-Bart lett report challenges the

long-standing NAT O assumption of ‘23/30’ : which trans lates as the

presumpt i on that the Soviet Union would attack only foll owing 30 days

• of mobiliza t ion , that NATO might well take seven days to iden tif y and

dec i de to act upon the fact of Soviet mobilization , and that therefore

NATO should enjoy 23 days for countermobilization .28 The Nunn-Bartlett

report implies strongly that the worst case for NATO is a Warsaw Pact

~1 attack from a ‘standing start. ’ It is not at all certain that would be

true . The Soviet Union ~~ul d accord NATO warning time thereby , but the

ba lance of ana lys is  appears to indicate that Soviet offens ive prospects

-
~ should improve were they to attack on , say , M+12 , rather than M+l or 2.

Warn i ng time is of little value if it cannot be put to good use. NATO

could use three or four months of political warning, i t i s far less

obvious that 10-15 days warning would work to the NATO advantage .29

As i de from Central Front reinforcement and forward deployment in those

1 0-12 days , the Soviet Union should be able to ensure a favorable

restr ucturing of the strategic context by means of the activation of

19 
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its domestic war-surviva l programs .3° Such activation , unamb i guous though p
it should be in terms of Western perceptions , would undermine--perhaps

totally--the critica l backstop to NATO-European strategy. NATO could

not credibly have recourse to American strategic nuclear initiatives

in order  to e f fec t a po l i t ica l d i sconti n u i ty i n  the con f l i ct . Howeve r ,

should such a discontinuity be attempted , the bala nce of advan tage

p roba b ly  wou ld l ie heav i l y with the Soviet Union .

How well , or bad l y, Soviet civil defense would function has to remain

a matter for speculation .31 Nonetheless , a few definite statements can

be made on the subject. The civil defense program may not be intended

to protect the entire Soviet population (though recent evidence suggests

that this might i ndeed be the intention). The reall y serious aspect

of the program is the provision for the surviva l of key poli tica l , m ii i-

tary , and economic cadres . The Soviet program is designed to frustrate

the core objective of American mutual assured destruction doctrine--

the ab i l i ty to des t roy the Sovie t U ni on as a “viable 20th Century nation ”

-
. 

(in the language of late-196Os Posture Statements) under any and all

c~ rcumstances. Should NATO seek to move a con fl i ct from a European

ba tt lefield that was reg is teri ng a gallo p i ng NATO defea t , to the l evel
-

- 
of a competition in central risk taking/willingness to bear punishment ,

Sovie t civil defense p lann i ng and physica l preparat ions would comprise

(for NATO) a major unfavorable asymmetry . It would be diffi cult to

exaggerate the i mportance of the civil defense issue : this is potentially

a war losi ng/winning program . This study does not endorse the more

expansive claims for Soviet civil defense that have been offered by

1. K. Jones of Boeing32 and by Major Genera l George Keegan (Ret.);33

all that is claimed here is that the Soviet Union man i festly has a very
-I
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serious program , and the United States does not. The critical question

— I from the point of v iew of deterrence is what leve l of confidence do

Soviet leade rs place in their war-surviva l p rogram? Numerous ‘quick

f i x e s ’ could be effected in order to augmen t the Americ an strateg ic-

nuclear threat to the Soviet homeland , but there is little that could

be achieved over the time—span of 3-4 days to offset Soviet hardening,

evacuation and pre-stocking of supplies and food.

T he scale of the NATO mob i l i za t i on  problem is i l l us t ra ted  by

Tabl e 1 .  Al tho ugh ‘Southern Tier ’ Warsa w Pac t forces subs tant i a l l y

may be discounted (Hungary , Rumania , and Bulgaria), the better units

of the ‘Northern Tier ’ states (East Germany, Pola nd and Czechoslovakia)

certainl y would be used in the Warsaw Pact ’s first echelon of assault

(appropriately matched wi th Soviet formations). The most knowledgeable

Western student of the Soviet Army , Joh n Er ickso n , has estimated that

the Warsaw Pact could deploy 48 divisions against NATO ’s Centra l

Fron t without prior reinforcement from the Soviet Union , and an add i-

tiona l 50 divisions within 30 days from Soviet (European) homeland

resources. (Taking accoun t of all available sources , Erickson s

fig ure of 48 ready divisions is on the low s ide-—the most p laus ib le

range is 48-52.) To counter these 102 divisions , NATO has close to 28

d iv is ions  ready immediately (counting two French mecha ni zed d i v i s ions

in West Germany ), and supposed ly ready reserves (ac t ive  army) of two

armored , f ive mechanized and seven ( largel y ) infantry d iv is ions- - in

add it ion, c lose to f ive extra division-equivalents would eventually

be ava ilable from sub-divisional organized formations. 35 NATO ’s p roble m

is that even these fully-tra i ned units would not easily be transferable

2 1
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T a b l e  1 .  Warsaw Pact ground forces.

S O V I E T  GROUND FORCES ( D I V I S I O N S )

DEPLOYED IN TANK MOTOR RIFLE AIRBORNE COMMENTS

EAST GERMANY 10 10 ALL CATEGORY 1a

POLAND 2 ALL CATEGORY 1

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 2 3-4 ALL CATEGORY I

HUNGARY 2 2 ALL CATEGORY

EUROPEAN USSR 22 40 5 ONE-NINTH CATEGORY 1 C

ASI AT IC USSR ‘ Ii 58 2 SINO-SOVIET BORDER=
ONE-TH IRD CATEGORY l’~

WARSAW PACT ALLIES’ GROUND FORCES (uIVISIONs)

EAST GERMANY 2 4 e

POLAND 5 8 1

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 5 5 
g

HUNGARY 1 5 h

RUMANIA 2 8
BULGARIA 2~ 8~ 

-‘

~D iv is ions and/or d i v i s ion  equivalent
NOTES :

a. CATEGORY 1=75- 100 PERCENT F ULL STRENGTH WITH FULL EQU I PMENT . THE
GSFG IS TOTALLY INDEPENDENT OF EAST GERMAN SUPPORT .

b. THE RELEVANCE OF THE 4 SOVIET DIVISIONS IN HUNGARY TO THE CENTRAL
FRONT BECAME A P O L I T I C A L  ISSUE IN THE MBFR PREPARATORY NEGOT I AT I ONS
(WHICH THE S.U. WON) . THESE D I V I S I O N S  COULD BE EARMARKED FOR SOUTH-
ERN EUROP EAN OP ERATI ONS , BUT , EQUALLY LIKELY , THEY COU LD (A ) STRIK E
INTO AUST RIA , OR (B) AUGMENT THE CGSF IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA.

c . CA TEGORY 2 D IV I S I ONS 5O-75 PERCENT MANNED AND UE; CATEGORY 3 25-50
PERCENT MANNED AND UE.

d. THE RELEVANCE OF THE 73 DIV IS IONS IN THE SOUTHERN USSR (24 ) , C ENTRAL
USSR (6), AND SINO-SOV I ET BORDER AREAS (43), TO A CONFLICT IN EUROPE
IS A FUNCTION OF (A) THE DURATION OF WAR IN EUROPE , AND (B) THE
POLITICAL POSTURE OF THE PRC . IT SHOULD BE RECALLED THAT THE
SIBERIAN DIVISIONS SAVED MOSCOW IN NOVEMBER -D ECEMBER 194 1.

22
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• e. THE ARM [3 FORCES OF THE GOR WOULD CERTAINLY BE EMPLOYED IN THE FIRST
EC HE LON OF A WA R SA~ rAC I A T T A C K  -

f . IN ADDITION TO THE I~ i DIV SI ON S CIT E D HERE , THERE IS ALSO AN ELITE
AMPHt B IOUS ASSAULT DIV (SI~~N . THE TANK DIVIS IONS ARE VER ’y CLOSE
TO COMBAT READINESS (CAT[GOR ~i I ) ~~~ IS TH E AIRBORN E D I V I S I O N .

PRO~ A B L~ O NL ~ 3 OF THt TAN K . AND 4 OF THE MOTOR RIFLE DI V ISIONS
ARE CLOSE TO L~~MBAT READINESS.  A LARG E QUE S T I O N MARK HAS TO OV E R-

-V~~ TH E ISSUE OF THE P O L I T I C A L  R E L I A B I L I T Y  OF THE Ci~ECH ARMED
FORCES .

h. THE HUNGARIAN ARMED FOR CES HAVE NEVER R E C O V E R E D . IN S O V I E T  EYES ,
I 

FROM THE E V I D E N C E  OF THEIR  P A R T I A L  DEFECTION IN l~~5 6.  T H E I R  OFFEN-
S I V E  VALUE . SAVE IN PURSUIT OF PAROCHIAL HUNGARIAN INTERESTS . IS
HIGHLY QUESTIONABLE .

* i .  THE D IV I S I ( ~N COUNT FOR R U M A N I A  G R E A T L ~ FLA TTERS RUMAN I AN REALITY.
- IN FACT . RUMANIA WOULD BE STRETCHED TO PROVIDE  ONE REASONABLY

OPERATIONALLY REA DS TANK DtV I S ION AND ~-4 MOTOR-R IFLE DIV I SIONS .
RUMANIA IS ONE OF THE COUNTRIES WHOSE FORCES SHOULD NOT BE COUNTED
ON EITHER SIDE OF THE EAST-WEST MILITARY BALANCE .

% j. BULG A RIANS WOULD UNDOUBTEDLY FIGHT WELL ENOUGH AGAINST TRADITIONAL
E N E M I E S  ( GREEKS , TU RKS , YU G OSL A VS AND RUMAN IA N S ) ,  BUT THE BULGAR IAN
ARMED FORCES TODAY ARE BOTH SMALL AND OBSOLESCENT IN T H E I R  EQ UIP-
MENT .

~~~ ~~~‘— —- - -- 
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to NATO ’ s ma in l ine of res is tance ~
6 during the critical period (4 -6 weeLs)

when Warsaw Pact mi l i t a r y  strength would have ‘ surged. ’ As noted ear l i e r ,

even though Nunn-Bar tl ett warns primaril y about a Pact attack from close

to a standing start , the Pact would probabl y do better were it to send

NATO ofricial notice that it was coming thirty days hence. This is

not to impu~gn the f igh t ing  q u a l i t i e s  of NATO armies , it  simp ly res ts  upon

the axiom that , ce te r i s  paribus , a good bi g army tends to bea t a good

smal ler  army . For historica l illustration one need look no further than

to World War I I .  The Germa n Army lost , despi te  being notabl y bet ter  i n  b a s i c

combat skills than manyof its opponents. 37 Fi gure 1 sketches illustra-

t i ve l y  why it is that NATO might find it very difficult to survive the

f i r s t  four to s i x  weeks of a war in Europe (the metaph ysics of more for-

ward or less forward defense concepts may simply be brushed aside by the

brutal fact of Warsaw Pact numbers). As John Erickson has observed :

A lthough the manpower under arms is approx imately equal , the
Warsaw Pact capaci ty for rapid mob i l i za t i on  would give them a
3-1 super ior i ty  in f i ghting t roops a f te r  three weeks of mob i l -
izat ion . NAT8 could onl y close the gap af ter  a further month
had e la psed. 3

Whereas American defense planners tend prudentl y ( i f  sometime s to

the p o i n t  of paranoia) to be worr ied by nuclear Pearl Harbor scenarios ,

invo lving missile-air attacks , they seem often to lack empath y for a

Power which has suffered a suprise attack l~y la nd. Ame r ica n a nd very

many NATO-all ied o f f i c i a l s  are confident tha t a Warsaw Pact surprise

attack is little more than strategic fiction . A good part of our prob—

lem is de f i n i t i ona l .  Very,  ve ry few surpr ise at tacks in history have

fai led to y ie ld  substant ia l  advance warn ing to the v i c t im .  But , very

few put a t ive v i c t i ms have had the prescience to process and interpret

24 
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WARSAW PACT ////
10 ADVANTAGE

0
+5 +10 +15 +20 +25 +30

MOBI L I ZAT I ON TIME ( DAYS)
Figure 1. NATO-Wa rsaw Pact ground forces ’ strengths , M-day—M+30 .

ASSUMPTIONS: (1 ) ON M-DAY , THE WARSAW PACT HAS 52 READY D I V I S I O N S
(3 1 SOVIET , 6 EA ST GERMAN , 9 POLISH , AND 6 CZECH ) ;  NATO HAS APPR OXI-
MATELY 28 1/3; (2) BETWEEN M AND M+30, the S.U. CAN BRING TO COMBAT-
READINESS AND DEPLOY FO RWARD 50 OF THE 67 D IV IS IONS IN THE U.S .S .R
WEST OF THE EJRALS ; (3) THESE DIVISIONS ARE COMBAT-AVA I LABLE AT A UN I-
FORM RATE; (4) ALL OF NATO’S ACTIVE ARMY RESERVES ARE COMBAT-AVAILABLE
IN PLACE BY M+30--ARR IVING AT A UN I FORM RATE.
COMMENTS: (1) THIS SIMPLIFIED PRESENTAT ION IS BIASED QUITE STRO NGLY
IN NATO ’S FAVOR ( I .E . ,  ARR I VAL OF ALL NATO ACTIVE ARMY RESERVE FORMA-
TIO NS BY M+30. IT IS PROBABLY MORE REAL I STIC TO EXPECT NATO TO ADD
ONLY 2-5 DIV IS IONS BY M+30) ; (2) ‘ D I V I S I O N  COUNTS ’ BETWEEN STATES — -

ARE NO LONGER GROSSLY MISLEADING ( FOR OUR PURPOSES HERE , A SOV I E T
D I V I S I O N  IS THE EQUIVALENT OF A NATO D I V I S I O N ) ; (3) THIS AUTHOR HAS
LONG BEEN DISDA I N FUL OF CRUDE ‘BEA N COUNT I NG ’ E X E R C I S E S , BUT THE
SOVIETS WILL , BY M+30 , NOT MERELY HAVE A NOMINAL 54 2/3 D IV IS ION
SUPERIORITY ON THE CENTRAL FRONT , THEY MAY ALSO HAVE ADVANTAGE S IN
THE QUALITY OF MANY ITEM S OF EQUIPMENT AND , PERHAPS ABOVE ALL ELSE ,
BOTH IN THE APPROPRIATENESS AND FLEXIBIL ITY OF THEIR TACTICAL DOC-
T R I N E , AND IN THE R E A D I N E S S  AND C A P A B I L I T Y  OF THE I R  STRATEGIC FORCES
AND DOMESTIC CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAMS TO ENSURE ‘ESCALATION DOMINANCE. ’
THE SLOPES OF THE GRAPHS ARE , OF COURSE , INTENDED SOLELY TO BE ILLUS-
TRATIVE OF A PREDICTABLE TREND--SUCH REGULARITY WOULD NOT BE APPROX I-
MATED IN THE EVENT .

2~ —
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It is commonplace to observe that war would not occur in a p o l i t i c a l

vacuum , but i t  should be no less commonp lace to observe th at Soviet

ta~ tica 1 doctrine p laces enormous stress upon surprise . In short , if

the Russi ans are coming , one should not expect them to come six weeks

into an acute East-West crisis . The Soviets know , at first hand , what

a surpri se attack can accomplish. They were saved in front of Moscow

i n  the Winter of 1941 by a combination of the weather , Japanese over-

c a u t i o n, German lack of prepara t ion , and German strate qic inde cision .

A surprise attack aqains t P4ATO-Furope , moderately well-conduct ed ,

should not founder on the weather , in excessive distan ces for needed

l o g i s t i c  support , or upon the rapid and t ime l y  t ransfer  of NATO (ac t i v e )

reserve formations to appropr ia te  block in q posit ions . I f  NATO o f f i c ia l s

do not be l ieve , and do not want to be l ieve , in the p o s s i b i l i t y  of a

Sov ie t  inV as ion , wh ich i s  the s i t ua t i on  today , then a Soviet surprise

attack mi ght w e ll attain a mobiHzat ion lead-time of several days (per-

haps more than a week) to onl y several hours for NATO . Through comniun i-

.,~ cations intercept and other cruder means , NATO would know that extra-

ordinary happen ings were a foot--but the mental leap from ‘ this is un-

usual’ to ‘this is an invasion ’ would be beyond the capac i ty of many

off ic i a ls  ‘5ho rt of the dreaded and discounted event it ce 1 I -

A key nil  i t 5i ry concept with which many c i v i l  ian ’ . have ~‘r i~hleins

is that of “readiness. ” Just how ready is the GSFG to move we s twa rds

from a “standing s ta r t ”? The (non-) answe r is tha t NATO rea ll y does

not know. How smoothly would Soviet  mob i l i za t i on  p roceed? The Soviet

Ar my has no experience of actua lly trying to move 50 divisions to  Cen-

- - tra l Europe within a month (though Czechoslovakia i n  1 968 must have

been a very educationa l experience ) .  Moreover only a few of those 50

H “~
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are peacet ime Category 1 d i v i s Ions .  Jus t how combat-ready , w i t h i n  a

mon th , could a division be which might comprise up to 75 percent reser-

vists? (And just how ready to roll would be their pre-stocked equi pment

in ‘ act ive-storage ’ ?) This autho r Is prepared to grant that the Soviet

Un i on I~ pos tured so as to ‘surge ’ very earl y in a war for maximum

shockpower. But , he is unwilling to dismiss the possibility that those

I neff iciencies tha t pervade Soviet civi l ian l i f e  would have cr ippl ing

military ana l ogs . NATO still should assume , prudent ly, that it would

have to res is t  up to 102 d Iv is ions 4-5 weeks into a war , but it should

also understand that those numbers are like l y to be on the hi gh side

of the es t imate  range. 41

• Readiness prob lems are not conf ined to the Warsaw Pact. On the

NATO side , there is far too little conventional aninunition , that amm u~

nition is stored In far too few places , and it is not anywhere near as

read i ly ava i lab le  for d i s t r i bu t ion  as it should be. A lso , NATO’ s

assi gned forward covering forces are deployed too far to the rear in

peacetime and are faulti ly-assigned in their allocated operationa l

dep loyment areas . 42 (This view is not beyond challenge in some aspects.

There are those who look w i t h  favor upon the deployment of the U.S.

7th Army in the South of Germany--on the grounds that this well-armed

force , we ll off center from the most l i ke ly  main thrusts of a Pact

invasion, should function as a very strong counterattack capab i l i t y

agaInst the Southern flank of a Soviet intrusion into the NORTHAG

region.)

Some analysts In the West , and by virtue of what they do (and fail

to do), the NATO governments also , explicitly or implicitly deny tha t

28
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NATO has serious prob lems of ‘ read iness. ’ Def ic ienc ies in peacetime

posture tend to be acknowledged , but on ly as a preface to the observa-

t ion that war in Europe wou ld  not occur without the conven ient (and

indeed , for NATO , es sent ial)  peace/wa r inter face of a period of acute

cr is is- -wherein the alarm bells of po l i t i ca l and s t ra teg ic  warning

would be sounding . This observation rests upon the belief that the

Sov iet Union would need a prox imate s t imulus to i n i t i a t e  war.  The

carefu l ana lyst needs to ba lance two streams of thought for a prudent

judgment. On the one hand it seems sens ible to argue that any Soviet

leadersh ip should be reluctant to begin a war in Europe . Soviet

po l i t i c i a n s  should know better than to place their country ’s future in

the hands of o p t i m i s t i c  generals (or to place undue credence in pes-

s im is t i c  Western analyses).  (The generals may be correct , but w hat if

they are not ?) On the other hand , Soviet doctrine (a joint po l i t ico-

mfl itary product) stresses the value of surprise , deception and pre-

empt ion . If war shou ld occ u r , the Sovie t leadershi p mi ght be unable

to avo id s igna l l ing wel l  ahead of time the sal ience of i t s  m i l i t a r y

capabi l i t i es .  Notwithstanding the theme of surpr ise that pervades

Sov iet m i l i t a r y  w r i t i ngs , mil i ta ry  operation might erupt from a f a i r l y

long-drawn-out c r i s i s .  In th is  contex t , politica l and strategic warn-

Ing on the order of weeks or even months might be provided . Howeve r ,

NATO cannot afford to assume away the at tack that unfolds fol lowing

only 36 or 48 hours of warning (for the first 12-24 of which , NATO —

governments wou ld probably be very uncertaIn that they were observing

a mob i l i za t ion  (of forward-deployed Soviet forcesi for war ) . In other

words , it Is not at a l l  impossible tha t NATO might beg in to i n i t i a te

29
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very ser ious moves to enhance readiness only 12-24 hours before the

s torm broke . S i mil arl y, NATO cannot assume that because the balance

of Western analysis seems to show that the Pact fares best if it attacks

c lose to M + 12 , NATO wou ld for cer ta in be accorded a week or more of

unamb iguous notice of a coming attack.

Sens ible coninentary upon the ent i re spectrum of NATO ’ s putat ive

‘ surprise at tack’  prob lems is d i f f i c u l t - - i f  the Scy l l a  of com-

placency and the Charybdis of undue alarmism are both to be avoided .

It should not be controversial to maintain that the Soviet Union wil l

endeavor to ac hieve as great a measure of surprise as the context per-

mits (should a decision for war be taken) . 4
~ A lso , pr ior to the pene-

trat ion (or evasion) of i ts forward coveri ng force , NAT O shou ld have

the capab i l i t y  to blow away/disrupt catast rophica l ly  the Soviet at tack

schedule. Just how much of NATO ’s theater—nuclea r posture would sur-

vive a Sovie t first strike (whi ch might be nuclear) and therefore would

be available to assault the Warsaw Pact ’s f i rs t echelo n , one cannot say
1

w ithout reference to spec i f i c  assumptions.

NATO has to assume that any Soviet at tack would be a very serious

mi l i tary  exercise intended to secure c r i t i ca l po l i t i ca l  object ives .

A l imi ted ‘ prob ing ’ attack , say of the c lass ica l ‘ Hamburg grab’ var iety,

wou ld be endorsed only if it seemed l ike ly ,  in Soviet est imation , to

have theater-w i de decisive consequences (or, should politica l deve l op-

ments in West Germany be the Soviet casus be ll i) . 44 
By and large , NATO

should assume that the Soviet Un i on woutd initiate a theater-wide

campa ign in Europe only for the most serious of reasons--and that there-

fore , as a consequence of that pol i t i ca l  impetus , Soviet forces would

I
30 
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seek to defea t NATO forces in Europe , us ing whatever tac t ics  and weapons

prom ised the greatest returns. NATO should presume that any nuc lear

weapons not d ispersed from thei r  storage ig loos prior to the onset of

f ighting would not surv ive . S i m i l a r l y ,  NATO shou ld assume tha t any of

i ts  means of nuclear-wea pon de l ivery  that could be located by the Pact

would be destroyed immed ia te ly .

A surpr ise at tack , in the full meaning of the term , is an impossi-

b i l i t y .  But , th is  same judgment cou ld have been made concerning most

(thoug h not a l l )  of the major instances of ‘ s-urpr ise attacks ’ in the

Twentieth Century that were c ited ear l ier .  NATO ’ s prob lem would not be

absence of informa t ion , ra ther wou ld it be interpretat ion of information ,

po l i t i c a l w i l l  to endorse measures for the enhancement of ‘ readiness ,’

and an absence of very usef u l meas u res tha t cou ld be taken over a pe ri od

of hours or even days , to a l lev ia te  truly c r i t i c a l d i f f i cu l t i es  (e.g.,

lack of su rv i vab i l i t y  of C 3 fac i l i t i es , and the absence of adequate

stoc ks , proper ly positioned and defended , of a lmost a l l  var ie t ies  of

non-nuclear ammunition) .

Sov iet Doctrine and Posture

Prominent amon g the reasons why European mi l i ta ry  securi ty issues

have a d isturb ing tendency to s l i p  out from under the pen even of analysts

who have fa i r l y  def in i te opinions , are that t hose issues are indeed

plural ( i .e . ,  they are not susceptible to a s ingle f i x  by NATO author-

i t i e s ) ,  that there are some residua l major uncertaint ies that time alone

(fortunately bereft of operationa l wart ime experience) w i l l  not resoive ,4
~

and that Soviet theater doctrine and posture are dynamic. 46 Notw ith-

stand ing the quantity and ( iess  often) qual i ty of the analy t ica l effort
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expended by Western defense commun i t i es , it is d i f f i c u l t  to res is t  the

strong susp icion that NATO ’ s comprehension of Soviet  m i l i t a r y  prefer-

ences and probable style in war Is tenuous at best. With respect to

Soviet sty le , this tenuousness In comprehension is inexcusab le. The

Sovie t approach to war and the exerc i se of armed force has been strictl y

evo l utionary since World War II (despite standard and sincerely-meant

Soviet  references to ‘ the mi l i t a ry - techn ica l  revolutlo r~’) .

The popular axiom that ‘hard cases make for bad law ’ app l i es wi th

particular po i gnancy to NATO ’s defense problems . Most defense postures

are desi gned pr inc ipall y to cope w i t h  one or more (but not many more)

p lausible wors t cases , and--if funds permit--with other necessary duties.

As a genera l (though far from invariable) rule , forces detached from

p wors t -case assignmen ts can perform adequately against other dangers .

(E.g . ,  unt i l  the end of World War II , the Roya l Navy was designed pri-

nia r ily to contest ‘ t he command of the sea ’ w i th the ba t t l e  f leet  of a

f irst class nava l power and/or to control the sea lanes against depre-

dat ions by a nava l power of the second or th i rd ra nk.4~ But , the Royal

Navy also maintained detached and detachable units/squadrons for very

local du ties--qu i te unrelated to the balance of nava l powe r in the North

Sea or the Atlantic.) This brief aside is pert inent to the contemporary

deba te over NATO strategy in genera l, and nuc lear weapons in NATO st ra-

tegy in par t icu lar .

Many poss ible courses of ever - ts  in , and eve n beyond , Europe could

lead to m i l i t a r y  conf l ic t  In Europe . But , NATO p lanners can s t i l l

Ident i fy  a plausible worst case which should serve as the or ient ing

framewo rk for thei r  e f for ts , as the basic source of c r i t e r i a  for

32
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judging postural adequacy . To revert to the h istor ical  analogy , the

Lords of the Adm i ra l t y  knew , throughout most of the N ineteenth and

Twent ieth Centuries that the most l ike ly ca ll upon B r i t i s h  nava l power

at any one time had to do w ith (general ly) d is tant  imperial po l ic ing

(and the shows of force thereto associated) . But , t hey also knew that

their principa l duty was to ensure that Great Britain never los t the

a b i l i t y  to command the home waters of the Channel and the North Sea--

unl ikely though it seeme d , as a genera l rule , that such command wou ld

be cha llenged .

To be exp l i c i t , and to trans late , NATO should not des ign i ts  defense

posture and doctrine very heavi ly w i t h  refe rence to Soviet adventuring

around Norway ’ s North Cape ( c r i t i ca l  though that area is to both s ides) , 48

w ith regard to a Soviet invas i on of Yugoslavia (and Rumania), or with

respect to the kind of defense needed should East Germany and/or

Czechoslova kia revolt , and should Soviet-East European conflict spill-

over into the Federa l Republic. These would not be t r i v i a l  events ,

-
~~ and th is autho r is not advocating a NATO stance of ben ign neglect. - ,

Instead , in the f i r s t  instance NATO should design i ts  posture and doc-

trine so as to take proper account of the worst p laus ib le  threat. (We

do not want an Army that is superb at holding the Khyber Pass against

Pat han tribesmen , but is less than useful at holding the road to Par is

again st the German Army—-to recall an ear l ie r  dilemma.)

Care ful study of Soviet posture and expressed doctrine suggests

the broad out l ines of the principa l threat that NATO must be able to

conta in and defeat .  NATO has to be prepared to de fend aga ins t :

33



- , 5 - — -• —~~ .•’-—~5- - —•-.- ‘~~,-- ‘‘

I

;

--a Pact attack that unfolds on M + 2 - M + 12

--a Pact a t tack that opens w i th a nuc lea r lay-down on what i t
can locate of NATO ’ s theater-nuc lear posture , al l  pr inc i pal
aspects of C 3 , and the m a i n  s t r i ke  bases of NATO ’ s t a c t i c a l
aviation .

--a Pact a t tack  which seeks to exp lo it the disrupt ion/attr i -
t ion caused by i t s  nuclear opening round by means of very
rapid ‘daring thrust ’ advances deep into the rear of NATO ’ s
f ront ier -cover ing pos i t ions.

A few years ago there was a r i s ing t ide  of opinion in the West to

the e f fect  that the funct ionsof  theater-nu clear forces were shr ink ing

as a consequence of the downward reach of increasingl y f l e x i b l e  strategic

forces , and of the upward pressure of increasingly effective conventiona l

forces . Like most exerc ises in wishful thinking, that tide has now

receded. Th is author would arlue that American s t ra teg i c  forces are

of only the most minima l relevance to security in Europe (no matter how

f l ex i b l y targeted) , by virtue of the Soviet deployment of a massive

s t ra teg ic counterdete rrent ,4
~ and of Soviet domestic war-surv i va l pro-

- - grams--and that NA TO ’ s non-nuclea r posture mi ght we l l  be overwhelmed

early i n  a war by the sheer quantity of Warsaw Pact military resources.

In short , if NATO plans seriously to try to defend Western Europe , is

not prepared to invest heavily eithe r in  r e s t o r i n g  a f a v o r a b l e  s t r a t e -

qic nuclear balance , or in building a truly robust conventiona l defense ,

then it had bet ter  look very c losel y indeed at the defens ive (and hence

deterrent ) value of an upgraded theater-nuclear posture. Far from NATO ’ s

theater-nuc lear posture wi ther ing aw~y~~nder pressure from increas ing ly

capable s t ra teg ic  and non-nuclea r force~~~the theater-nuclear forces are

becoming c r i t i c a l l y  important as never before . To press the claim a lit t l e
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further , NATO planners probabl y should cease to think of t heater-nuclear

forces as a bridge to s t ra teg ic nuc lear use ( in Soviet  perception)--open-

ing up v i s t a s  of vast dest ruc t ion- - ra the r they should think of these

weapons as a military instrumen t that might well effect sufficient prompt

attrition of a Soviet offensive as to reduce very markedly indeed their

prospects for offensive success. In short , NATO should begin to think

of theater-nuclear weapons almos t solely in a war-fighting framewor k 
-
‘

(which is not , let it be added , at odds w i t h  deterrent needs ) . 50

H Over the past seve ral  years , the Sov iet defense establishment has

conducted a very intensive debate concerning the future of tactical doc-

trine in the face of new ant i -armor technologies. 51 For the time being,

at least , the Soviet Army appears to have reso lved i ts  theoretical prob—

lems by means of determining upon ‘more of the same .’ In othe r words ,

t he appropriate answe r to a NATO defense posture that could be given

great s tabi l i t y  by new ant i - tank gu ided weapons (ATGWs ) deployed densel y

in depth , is to penetrate NATO territory before that ATGW defense is fu l ly

dep loyed . This apparent tac t ica l solut ion of ‘ preemp t ive maneuve r ,’ or

‘daring thrusts ,’ wh ich does demand f ur ther def init ion by Western analysts ,

cou ld function magni f icent l y a f ter  the manner of Lid d e l l Hart ’s concept

of the ind i rect approach 52 --or i t could inv i te  d i sas te r .  If the leading

elements of the refurbished offensive doctrine are to be the new BMP regi-

merits , as appears to be the case at present , several severe p roblems

emerge at once . F i rs t , f ight ing off  the l ine of march in a meeting en-

gagement (which Soviet defense commentators are tending to ident i f y as

the pr inci pa l combat form for the c r i t i c a l period of a war in Europe) ,

— cou ld see Soviet BMP reg imef t s  (even though st ’~ ported by up to 40 T-72s ,

- — - - - --— -
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18 SP 122mm artillery pieces and 132 Sagge r ATGN launchers) desperatel y

short of on-ca ll f i re  support. Second , the daring thrust tactic calls

for a genera l decentra l iza t ion of competence and w i l l i ng ness  to take

decis ions which t radi t iona ll y has epitomized the We hrmacht , but not the

Red/Soviet Army . Th i rd , the log i s t i c  t ra in  for deep-exp loiting BMP regi-

ments would be tenuous at best. Fourth , as a spec ia l case of the f ir st

point , daring thrusts require a revo lut ion in Soviet provision of ground-

a i r  support ( l i ke  the RAF , the Soviet A i r  Force , even Frontal Av ia t ion ,

has not provided much ev idence of be l iev ing in close ground support since I 
-

1945), would pose major prob l ems of C 3 for close a i r  support , and cou ld

tear to s hreds the mul t i - layer  a i r  defense envelopes that Soviet  armies 
-

~ -

are prov ided via organic and Fronta l -Aviat ion tendered resources. 53

The new Soviet tact ica l doctr ine of preemptive maneuver or daring

thrusts is potent ia l l y  a war-winner , if it works w e l l .  The central idea - 
—

is that 20-30 BMP regiments race through arid around vir tually nonexistent

NATO front ier-covering units and create havoc in the NATO rear--above a ll

e lse , they prevent NATO from completing i ts in i t ia l  prep lanned dispos i-

- ‘ t ions , If it works badly, the daring thrust tactic should guarantee the

— massacre hi det a i l  of the el it e shock i n f a n t r y  of the GSFG . As Phi l lip

Karbe r has a rgued , on the bas i s of a caref ul, if somewhat imbalanced ,

survey of Soviet sources , the Sov iet defense community appears to have

been acute ly aware of the vulnerab i l i t y  of i ts armor-heavy of fens ive

doctrine to new generat ion NATO AT GWs .54 According to Phi l l i p  Karbe r ,

the daring thrust so lution to the Soviet problem presumes that Soviet

BMP regimental  commanders w i l l  be ordered ove r the West German f ront ier

be fore NATO completes i ts forward-deployment. The BMP reg iments , moving
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rapid ly into West Germany, should meet NATO units  in the p rocess of

moving up. 55 Hence , NATO’ s frontier covering force wil l  be prevented

from f u l f i l l in g  i ts tas k--tha t of buying t ime both for the preparation

of a m a i n  l ine of res is tance , and for the t ransportat ion of act ive army

reserve units to war stat ions.

Howeve r , it would be a mistake to c la im that the Soviet Un ion has

succumbed to t he heresy of endorsing a ‘ one var iant war. ’ The daring

thrust tact ic  does require an uncharacteristic decentrali zation of

resources to the BMP reg imental level , but it remains t rue that the

Soviet Army has the f l e x i b i l i t y  that comes from the centra l (at division ,

a rmy , or Frontal l evels) holding of firepower , logistic and engineering

resources . If NATO is granted the warning time to deploy for battle ,

and uses that warn ing t ime to good effec t , the Soviet Army would be

compe lled to hold back i ts BMP reg iments and conduct a series of time-

consum ing (and vulnerabi l i ty-enhancing) c lass ica l breakthrough operations.

This would be undesirable because of the time lost and because it wou ld

requ ire such a concentration of battering and exploitation assets that

NATO migh t not be able to resist the temptation to launch nuclear strikes .

The Soviet Army has appr eciated that there are at least three major rea-

sons w hy it should endorse a b l i tzkr ieg short-war doctrine. First , the

Soviet Armed Forces are designed so as to peak early or very late (a

shor t wa r is defi ned here as one las t ing six weeks or less) .  If NATO

survives the first six weeks of the war in fa i r l y  good order , say with-

out having surrendered anything like the full extent of West German

ter r i tory , then t he adverse balance of mobi l izat ion potential increasingly

would diminish Soviet prospects for v ictory . Second , mi l i t a ry  gen ius is
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not requ i red to perceive that Soviet and East German forces stream inq

from their casernes towards the frontier would constitute very attractive

targets for preferential nuclear attention by NATO. The i mmediate neces-

sity for favorable military events for NATO would increase dramatically

once Soviet forces penetr ated NATO ’s covering force. But , the ease

with wh i ch such events could be effected would diminish probabl y qeo-

metricall y (a) as Soviet forces locked-onto NATO units and hugqed West

German assets (urban-industrial areas, refugee streams), and (b) as the

‘ fog of bat tle ’ descended upon NATO ’ s C 3 56 
(in the form of old fashioned

i gnorance of who was precisel y where , and in the new fashioned form of

damage inflicted by Soviet SSMs , ECM and Frontal Aviation).

Th i rd , the Soviet Army is very well aware of the facts that NATO ’s

peacetime deployment is not its wartime deployment and that some NATO

formations (i.e., major Benelux corps-level contributions) are , in

peacetime , a long way from their war 5tations. It only needs one or

two major holes to pe rs i s t for a day or ~wo (or probabl y three or four!)

in NATO ’ s theo retically cohesive forward defense in the NORTHAG reg ion ,

for the Warsaw Pact to be in a position to effec t a potentiall y war-

winning envelopment exercise. As noted earlier , NATO ’ s forward cover-

ing force is not desi gned so as to hold an inv asion , rather is it de-

signed/intended to slow down an attack schedule , promote mammoth traffic

jams of armor and trucks behind the FEBA (on the Pact side)-- which would

lend themselves to tactical air attention--to attrit the shockpower of

the o f f e n s i ve , and to lead the Pact invaders into predes i gnated nuclear/

conventional ki l l i n g  zones (NKZs). Should NATO ’s forward defense be

‘
~ 

absent in critical sectors (e.g., shou ld t he Dut ch corps have fa i led
H
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to ~1rrive), or should it collapse and be routed prec i p itately, then

NATO migh t fare about as well as the Egyptians in June i967 .

Lest i t be suspected that this stud y seeks to make l i ght of both

probable and not improbable Soviet difficulties in desi gning and effect-

ing a surprise attack on the Central Front , the following is a terse

s umma ry of some of the pr inc i pa l c o m p l i c a t i n g  fac to rs  for Sov ie t  plan-

ners.

1.  Sov ie t  forces  i n  E a s t  Germany (GSFG) and Czechoslovakia
(C G SF ) are not ideall y deployed to launch an attack from
a ‘standing start ’ for the purpose of achieving maximum
surprise .

2. Soviet Category I divisions (even those bearing the elite
‘Guards ’ ascri ption ) are onl y marg i nally combat-read y by
American definition--and East European Category 1 divisions
fall notabl y short of Western stand ards of combat-read iness.
(But , Soviet forces are ready in the sense that they are

~l way’-. fueled and stocked for instant use.)

-~~ 3. Soviet Category 2 divisions , 23 of wh i ch are to be deployed
forward from the European U.S.S .R. as critical components
of the Soviet short-wa r surge capability, could be manned
50 percent by reservists. They and their equi pmen t could
well be some considerable distance short of readiness to
engage professiona l NATO forces in the hi gh-technology
‘battle of the century .’

~+.  The Soviet Army is untried in battle since 1945. Soviet
military literature reflects a profound concern over the
combat-read i ness of a generation of soldiers that have
never heard a shot f i red  in anger. (I.e., Soviet soldi ers
would learn , but would they learn enough in 4-6 weeks?)57

5. Any surpr ise  a t tack  schedule tends to be ti ght on time . If
NATO h i ts  the r ight bridges , crossroads and roads at the
ri ght time and w i t h  appropr iate muni t ions , the Pact a t tack
plan cou ld evolve in p ra c t ice  into a shambles .

6. Many commentators choose to assume that NATO would respond
- ‘ less than instantl y to the wide variety of warning si gnal s

that  ce r ta in l y wou ld be d iscerned.  But , NATO ’ s response
t ime could he reduced s u b s t a n t i a l l y as a resu l t  of the tak-
ing of local military in itiatives--even if NATO politica l
au tho r i t i es  on a whole had yet to determine that ‘the Rus-
sians are coming .

~
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7. In peacetime , Sov iet nava l units tend to be concentrated
in the Black , Bal t ic , and Barent s Seas. A major cos t
of an attemp t to secure max i mum surprise in Centra l
Europe cou ld be the sel~ -den ia l of forward nava l deploy-
ment on a major scale.50

It is one thing to be serio usly worried by the surprise attack

danger , it is quite another to make light , or be dis m iss i ve, of l i ke ly

Sov iet problems in that context, Howeve r , a real is t ic assess ment of

NATO problems requires tha t Sovie t pe rs pec t ives be take n ser i ousl y.

What does Soviet doctr ine prescr ibe/ant ic ipate concerning war in Europe?

(The po int s wh i ch fol low are not offe red in igno rance of the possib i li t ies

that a ll w i l l  not ‘ go r ight on the night ,’ or that NATO might prove to

H be a far tougher adversary than is implie d here.)

L The campa ign would be br ief (2 — 3 weeks at the outside) ,
and would s tar t w ith  NATO at a major , and w i th  luck
total , d i sadva nt age in terms of ‘ readiness. ’

2. The war probabl y would open wi th a convent ional phase,
but it is more l i ke ly  than not that NATO would seek to
effect a po l it ica l .’tac t ica l discon t inui ty through the
emp loyment of theater-nuclear weapons before 2-3 weeks
had e lapsed . Soviet forces , ant ic ipat ing such a NATO
tact ic , wou ld launch a nuclear preemptive s t r i ke . 59
Nuc lear use by NATO , whether of a f i r s t  or second
str ike character , wou ld not have a very marked effect
upon the t ide of ba t t le .  NATO governments wou ld
endor se nuclea r use only when the conventional defense
manifestl y had fa i led to hold--at that point nuclear
use cou ld not effect a tactical discontinuity fatal
to Pact m i l i ta ry  prospects.

3. The Soviet objective , in the principa l (though not
exc lus ive) desi gn case , would be the securing of West
European economic assets : (a) as a recovery base for
a Soviet Un i on tha t might suffer some damage to its
homeland ; and (b) as a mobi1~ zation base for a bid
for eventua l world hegemony .0O Beyond a nuclear
demonstr at ion or two intended to promote po l i ti ca l

- 1 ~° A 
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paralysis/ac quiescence, the Sovie t Un ion wo u ld seek to
avo id the imposit ion of damage upon the industrial base
of Western Europe. (The implica tions of this point for
NATO ’ s nuc lea r strategy are as profound as they tend to
pass unrecogn ized.)

4. Al though the Soviet leadership would prefe r to wage a
successful blitzkrieg against NATO-Europe , it recognizes
t hat the moment of war i n i t i a t ion  could occur in circum-
stances wherein NATO has been accorded substantial warning
t i m e , and has acted prudent ly in response to the warn ing

5 - signals mon i tored . (Dutch and Belgian units may appea r
to be dep lo~-’ed hopeless ly far to t he rear of their assigned
batt le stat ions , but-—unopposed-mechanized units should
be ab le to trave l up to 200 kms . in 24 hours.)

5. The Sov iet Armed Forces are victory-oriented . Soviet
sold iers are told repeatedly that wars are waged to be
wor. tinde r the stress of events , or impending events ,
the pol i t i co -m i l i t a r y  STAVKA may dives t itself  of the
v ic to ry  object ive , but the or ientat ion is all-pervas i ve
in peacetime instruct ion . As Benjamin Lambeth has

- ‘bserved , “Sov iet doctrine tends to regard nuc lea r
u~,erations not as careful ly measured means of support—
ing the conventional campa ign , but as independent mea ns
of decis ively assur ing the defea t of the enemy within
the theater if possible and at the intercontinental war
leve l if necessary.”6l

The mismatch between NATO and Soviet strategic thinking
cou ld hard ly be greater. Although the Soviet leadershi p
should be expected to exerc ise targeting restraint so

- - as to preserve the d ist inct ion between a theater and an
intercontinental war , and to see k to l imi t  the damage
that mi ght otherw ise be v i s i t ed  upon the NATO-European
recovery base , much of NATO ’ s s t ra teg ic  theoretica l
reason i ng is viewed as sophism by Soviet defense
ana lys ts .  NATO ’ s concern for escalat ion control , c r i —
s i s managemen t and firebreak sus tenance is ev i dence ,
in Soviet eyes , of a lack of w i l l ingness to take wa r
seri o u s ly . 61 Whil e NATO in Europe is seeking to con-

-
‘ trol escalat ion , the Soviet Armed Forces will be driving

for theater-w ide v ic tory .

6. Western s t ra teg ic thinkers may become , or already be ,
the victims of their own modes of thought. Should the - 

-

Sov iet Union decide that war is the best of a ser ies of
unattract ive a l ternat ives , it could we l l  decide that a
b l i t zk r ieg  on the Centra l Front--wi th a l l  of the w e l l —
unde rstood problems of e f fect ing such an exercise--would
not be the most appropriat e opening move . Instead , con-
trary to the major threads of more than f i f teen years

- 
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of Western s t r a teg ic th ink ing, the Soviet leadership could
dec ide that the proper opening move would be a surpr ise
attack against the strategic forces (and their C3) of the
Un i ted States . As this autho r has outlined elsewhere ,
in the mid- l980s , g iven a c t i v a t e d  domest ic  war -su rv iva l
measures , the Soviet Un i on could , not unreasonabl y, antici-
pate emerging f rom such an exchange w ith an outcome that
would warrant description as victory .63 Following a ‘ round
one ’ strategic defeat of the United States , Western Europe
should fa l l , intact and wi thout  a fight , into Soviet hands
as a recovery base . This scenario is not advanced as a
pred ic t ion , only as a rem i nder that Western analysts should
not lock their imag inations into stereotyped escalation
th inking that proceeds upwa rds f rom Centra l  Europe to
superpower central war.

The discussion in th i s  sect ion is intended to cast  doubts upon many

of the beliefs orthodox within the NATO defense commun i ty. Fir — .t , t hi~rt’

is mounting evidence that the Soviet Union has a selective nuclear

targeting doctrine vis-a-vis Wes tern Europe (which means that the

standard objection to NATO ’ s first nuc l ea r use--that the Soviet response

would devastate Western Europe--is probably very wide of the mark).

Second , Soviet comb i ned arms doctrine has no close analog in NATO.

When the Soviet Army and Frontal Aviation increase their a b i l i t i e s

t o s u s t a i n  a non-nuclear campa ign , as they have done qui te  d r a m a t i c a l l y

over the past seven years , it need not mean that Western flexible

response/conventional pause/ f i rebreak not ion s have been apprec ia ted

and endorsed/borrowed at long last. Soviet thinking recognizes nuclear

strike operations as an independent means of effectin q strategic dcci-

s ion ,61~ but onl y when those strikes are closely followed-up by ground

forces tasked with the seizure of territory . Th i rd , the new conven-

tional-weapon tcchno leqy that has encouraged many Western defense

analysts in the conviction that a new era of enhanced stability for

42
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the defense is emerg ing, 6~ has spurred a major debate over tactics in

the Sov iet Un ion . In essence , the Soviet Armed Forces have identified

a series of possible tactica l solutions: (a) to outrun the forward

dense deployment of new ATGWs and area defense weapons by means of

daring thrusts/raids/preemp tive maneuver; (b) to blow-away NATO ’s

most threatening new weapon-technology (and their Crews ) by means of

a nuclear lay-down ; and (c) to accept the necessity of conducting

classica l breakthrough operations--counting upon the Pact ’s short-term

surge capability to run NATO out of men and materia l . Option (a)

appears to have triumphed in the debate thus far ,
66 

but the Soviet

Armed Forces are so structured and equipped that options (b) and (c)

H wil l  remain available should the need arise. Fourth , notwithstanding

al l  of the above , Soviet expressed doctrine (translated into Soviet

terms , military science), and discernible posture yield ample evidence

in support of the proposition that the first Soviet move in a war in

Eu rope would be a massive , counter-military , nuclear lay-down--very

closel y followed by h igh-speed armored penetration . Many commentators

in the West like to take comfort i n  the speculation tha t the STAVKA ,

in the event , wou ld be no less re luc tant to release nuclea r wea pons

than would an American President (a British Cabinet , or French Presi-

den t). However , that speculation could be without foundation . The

points cannot be made too often that , in anal yzing the Soviet Union ,

we are appraising in almost all respects an alien political culture ,

and that what we think we know (as opposed to judgments on those mat-

ters that invite pure speculation- -such as Soviet nuclear release issues)
4

about Sov iet s ta tecra f t  and m i l i t a ry  strategy should not encourage us

to t ransfer American reasoning to a Soviet se t t i ng .
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I.
De fend ing NATO-Europe: On to MC 1 -4/4

W hat should NATO do? There is no shortage of candidate answers.

The transnational NATO defense commun i ty currently has many riva l groups

of ana lysts pushing their particular solutions to NATO ’s prob lems .

A lthough each group argues that its ‘sol u t i o n ’ is not advanced in any

exc lusive sp i r i t , nonethe less the dynamics of debate tend to promote

a tone of advocacy that depresses the c laimed salience of other solu-

tions (even though they may be sol ut i ons to othe r problems). For

exam p les , “NATO Adv isors ’ In ternational” currently argues that (almost)

all wou ld be wel l , if only NATO : (a) restructured its ground forces ;

(b) invested heavil y in survivable C3; (c) inves ted massively in

ATGWs; (d) inves ted heavil y in (readily-available) reserve forces ;

(e) insis ted upon standard i zation/in teroperab ility; and (f) endorsed a

far-forward nuclear defense concept.

This author is in the embarrassing position of agreeing with all

of (a) throug h (f). Bi tter pil l  though it may be for Western defense

commun iti es to swallow , this study concludes that NATO should look with

favor upon the Soviet combined-arms concept. In company w i t h  the Soviet

Ar my, th is author believes that very strong ground forces are the sine

qua non of a cohesive defense , of an ab i l i t y  to counterattack , and of

a sore ly needed ab i l i t y  to seize the assets of the adversary . But ,

aga in in Sov iet company , this author endorses the view that theater-

nuclear weapons should he seen pr imar i ly  in a loca l war - f i ghting per- 
—

spe ct ive.  That view is not the product of t imeless s t ra teg ic log ic ,

rathe r does It reflect a contemporary assessmen t of the state of , and

t rends in , t he superpower strateg ic balance . Resting upon the discussion
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offered in the sect ions above , th is  study conc ludes that ba t t l e f i eld/

shallow in terdic t ion nucl ear f i rs t use by NATO would neither prompt

a devastat ing counter (European)value s t r i ke  by the Soviet Union , nor

would it place the American home l and in imminent peril of destruction .68

A lthough further ana lys is  in deta i l  would be des ir able befo re

advancing a set of positive recommendations , i t may be useful to

— specV y t he principal bel iefs towa rd s which the author of this study

-
~~ harbors unfr iendly 6

~ fee l ings.  In short , these are as fol lows :

1. An all-conven tiona l defense of NATO—Europe is feasible.

2. A Pac t su rpr ise a ttack i s in feasibl e.

3. Nuclear first use by NATO would be self-defeating .7°

4. MC 1 14/3 is appropriate to the need s of the late l970s
and the early l980s.

5. New conventional-weapon technologies promise a dramatic
shift in favor of the strategic defense.

A central difficul ty with most of the schemes intended to promote

a more robust conventiona l defense for NATO , is tha t they do not address

adequatel y the surprise attack problem . NATO need s maneuver battal ions

and on-call fire support in the right places at the right times . The

for wa rd defense concept , f l e x i b l y  in terp re ted , has the virtue of rem i nd-

ing NATO (and armchair) strategis ts tha t the territory available for de-

fense in depth is very stric tly limited ,7’ and that--ideally--the proper

p lac e to hal t an inva s ion i s very close to the fron t ier , before properly

it is begun. Soviet p o liticians and officials , on the record avai lab le ,

have an em i nently sensible p o litical-instrumental view of warfare . The

Sovie t Union would not go to war solely in order to win (such an apo liti-

cal , r e a l l y  no nsense , vi ew permeates some Western analysis), though it

might in order to make a polit ical point (in the latter case a campaign
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of extreme v io lence mi ght be undertaken , but such a campaign would be

hedged with appropri ate assurances).

Anybod y free of the Western strategic conceptua l detritus of the

past decade and a ha lf , and w i l l ing to examine Soviet  thought and pre-

parations withou t the burden of mirror-imaging assumptions , should be

able to appreciate t hat NATO does have to hand a very hi gh-confidence

answer to the worst p laus ib le case Soviet  threat , as outl ined above .

Very simp ly, the Soviet Union is informed (and the words are matched

by postura l deeds) that MC 14/4 envisages a forward nuc lear defense of

NATO-Europe . Th is would not be a tripw i re tactic , nor--paradoxically--

would i t mean an automatic very ear ly recourse to e a t t l e f i e l d  nuc lear

weapons. Indeed , MC 14/4 would speak very directly to Soviet military

predelictions. NATO would say that it embraces a comb i ned arms concept:

that it plans to deploy a dense non-nuc lear ant i -armor defense , plus

appropriate mobile formations. But , the Pact would be told that NATO

has no intention whatever of trading West Germany to the Rhine for

1. recove ry tim e. Should NATO ’ s forward-deployed invasion-route covering

force fai l to function adequatel y, then immediate recourse would be had

to batt l e f ie ld  nuclea r weapons. These would be emp l oyed with a view to

imposing the maximum possible a t t r i t i o n  upon Pact armor ( real ly  their

c rews--s ince radiat ion would be the pr incipa l k i l l / impa irment mechanism ) ,

be fore i t  was free to roam at speed deep into West Germany. NATO ii ight

not confine i tse l f  to emp l oying nuclear weapons solely against target

arrays on NATO terr itory, and wou ld gear the character of i ts  target ing,

a f ter the f i r s t  round , to t he nature of the Soviet response.
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Fashionably con t rary views notw ithstanding , it is difficult to see

why prudent NATO gove rnments should have any political , military, or

economic d i f f ic u l t y  w i t h  th i s  proposal .  F i r s t , NATO woul d not be

renounc ing  t he  benet i t s  of a p u t a t i v e ly cohesive conventional defense.

On the cont r a r y ,  in t he  absence of very strong conventional forces ,

nuclear s t r i k e s  make no sense. (Soviet  ana lys ts  and generals understand

t h i s , even i f  many Western commentators do not.) Second . this scheme

is fcisib le. NATO would strike with nuclear weapons before the BMP

dar ing- thrust  regiments disappeared deep into West Germany. Thi rd ,

it would be hi ghly un l ike ly that the Soviet Union would respond with

massive counterva lue nuc lear s t r i kes  (tha t  would mean destroy ing the

ob jec t ive  of the war--a very unSoviet exerc ise ) .  Fourth , it has to

be acknow ledged that NATO adoption of th is  t a c t i c  would guarantee that

the Soviet Union would initiate war in Europe with a coun ter-military

nuclear lay-down . Since a serious defense of Western Europe , even

today , would have to invo lve nuclear s t r i k e s  ( la ter - -when they would

do very l i t t l e  good , if any),  t he cer ta in  prospect of b i l a te ra l  local

nuc l ear war should not paralyze NATO planning. Instead , NATO--l ike

the Soviet Army--should plan serious l y for the conduct of conventional

operat ions wh i le  in a ‘nuclear-scared ’ posture , and for the conduct of

nuc lear war i t se l f .  The Soviet  Armed Forces have done th is , therefore ,

so can NAT O.

T he postural requirements for a NATO endorsing the concept of

forward nuclear defense are reasonab ly we ll understood . C r i t i c a l ele-

ments of NATO ’ s C 3 need to be hardened to surv ive nuclear attack~ NATO ’ s

nuc lear s tockp i l e  needs to be relocated , and hardened far more extens ive ly,
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away from the conventiona l forces ; much greater mob i l i t y  is required of

the means for nuc lear-weapon de l i ve ry ;  and NATO ’ s ground forces need to

be shie lded from nuclear—weapon e f fec ts  by means of elementary , though

e f fec t i ve , f ie ld  fort i f i ca t ions .  72

Fortunately,  there need be no fatal inconsistency between the demand

that NATO seek , in t he very f i r s t  instance , to arrest  the momentum of

an a t tack by non-nuclear means , and the requirement that NATO tur n to

b a t t l e f i e ld nuclea r weapons just  as soon as the forward conventional

defenses beg in to fail to perform adequately (if they do). Just as a

‘dar ing thrust ’ Soviet offensive , led by 20-30 BMP reg iments would , by

design and necessity, be running in a ‘nuc l ear scared’ mode , so a NATO

non-nuc lea r defense of a ‘ granu lar ’ or ‘ checkerboard ’ cha racter would

not of fer many a t t r act i ve  targets to a Sov iet nuc lear target ing s t a f f .

NAT O can dep loy for non-nuc l ear combat in a way that minimizes its

vulnerability to nuclear attack. To date , the transition between

,~ conventiona l and nuclear modes of operat ion remains a pe rs i s t i ng  night-

ma re for NATO . This is quite unnecessary—-what is required is tha t the

logic of nuclear war- f i ght ing be taken ser ious ly .

It is scarcely surpr is ing tha t the same Western defense communities

tha t reco il from the notion of an of fensive st rategy for NATO (under

certa in carefu l l y-defined c ircumstances), reco il no less strongly f rom

the idea of a contingent forward nuc lear defense for NATO-Europe . Low-

mora le societ ies and defense communities may be incapable of persuasion ,

but th is study advances some c r i t i ca l cla ims in favor of i ts pre ferred

NAT O doctrine and posture . To be spec i f i c :
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I. A forward nuclear defense should work w i t h  high con f i—
dence (presuming a surv ivable theater-nuc lea r posture ,
and the availability to ground forces of moderate shield-
ing against nuclear—weapon effects). It would work as a
war-fighting tactic , and hence would work as a deterren t.
(However , war is a b i l a te ra l  enterpr ise , and many very
important questions perta in ing to re la t ive  advantage in
two—sided nuclear war remain to be answered with hi gh
confidence.)

2. Such a doctrine should command Soviet respect , since
it would match closely Soviet military thinking,
and would have no deleterious effects upon East-West
politica l relations. However , the Soviet Un i on would
undoubtedly seek to make much propaganda use of misguided
Western commentators who would protest vigorously the irre-

H sponsibi l i -t y of NATO governments. Much like the ill-informed
protestors against the ‘neutron (ER) bomb ’ in 1977, those
in the West objecting to the forward nuclear defense theme
of MC 1 4/14 would neglect to appreciate that such a defense
wou l d  on ly  be ac ti va ted we re the Wa rsaw P~ct to invade
Western Europe .

3. Adoption in an overdue MC 14/4 of a forward nuclea r defense
concept would help to eliminate those conventional/nuclear

• transition prob l ems which every competent NATO analyst has
d i scer ned for the pas t decade and a half. For the f i r st
t ime si nce NATO was founded , member governments would have
to think throug h the probable dynamics of a theater-nuclea r
war. No longe r coul d they take refuge f rom though t ei ther
in the hope that the non—nuclear defenses would hold (in

-
~~ fac t , MC 14/4 would prescribe non-nuc l ear forward defenses

that migh t hold), or in the conviction that the conflict
woul d escalate at a gallop to the level of superpower stra-
tegic interact ion . MC 14/4 would take a non-nuclea r for-
ward defense very seriously i ndeed . But , it would insist
that nuclear use be initiated on a large scale (to effect
the needed tactical discontinuity) as soon as the forward
conventional defenses showed unmistakable signs of i mpend-
ing colla pse.
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FOOTNOTES

I. Some add itiona l arguments may be located in It. Genera l Arthu r Co l l i ns ,
“Tact ica l Nuclea r Warfare and NATO : Viab le  Strategy or Dead End?” ,
NATO ’s F ifteen Nations, Vo l .  21 (June-July 1976) , p. 8. Also see
Co h n  S. Gray, Nuclear Wea pons in Defense of Europe, HI-2630-RR (Draft)
(Croton-on-Hudson , New York: Hudson Institu te , A pril 18 , 1977),
pp. 1 1-12.

2. Th is need not involve any inconsistency w i t h  the Helsinki  Accords.
However , NATO s hould not be too disturbed even were there some
tension between the p o litica l implications of alliance strategy and
the Hels inki framework. The shadow of such a creat ive d ia lec t i c
cou ld ref lect the beginning of a We stern reappraisal of the issue
of whether or not NATO ’ s interests are served by promoting some dis-
quiet in Soviet minds .

3. Strategy: T he Ind irec t A pproach (London: Faber and Faber ~ 
;)

p. 366.

4 . Co h n S. Gray, Forward Defense in Europe, HI-2427/2-RR (Croton-on-
Hudson , New York : Hudson Ins t i tute, August 1 , 1976), passim.

5. U.S. Congress , Senate Committee on Armed Serv ices , NATO and the New
• Sov iet Threat , Report by Senators Sam Nunn and Dewey F. Bart le t t ,

95th Congress , 1s t Sess i on (Washington , D.C. : U.S. Government Print-
ing Of f ic e, January 24, 1977). Cited hereaf ter as Nunn-Bartlett.
Th is report rests very substant ia l l y upon the analys is  and conclusions
of a report by Genera l James Hollingsworth.

6. For example , see Coh n S. Gray: Strategic Power, Theater Defense,
and Arms Contro l, RJ-2560-RR (Croton-on-Hudson , New York : Hudso n
Ins t i t u te , June 1977); and text of remarks at the 5th Tactica l
Nuc l ear Pane l Meeting , Los A la mos , April 5-6 , 1977 (forthcoming).

7. See P h i l h i p  A. Karber , The Tactica l Revolution in Soviet Military
Doctrine (McLean , Va. : The 8DM Corporation , Ma rch 2 , 1977) passim; and
John Erickson , “Sov i et Theatre - Warfare Capability : Doctrine ,
Deployments and Capabilities ,” in Lawrence L. Whetten , ed., The
Future of Soviet Military Power (New York: Crane , R ussak , l97~Y,
pp. 117— 1 56.

8. See Joseph D. Douglass , Jr. , A Soviet Selective Targeting Strategy
Toward Europe (Arling ton , Va . :  System Plann ing Corporation, June
1977). Sovie t theater-nuclear posture and doctrine remains one of
the most understudied major a reas in East-West m i l i t a r y  re lat ions.

9. For an interest ing recent development of this theme , see Joseph C.
Arnold , “The Sovie t Army : Blitzing , Brawling Chi ld  of Evol ut ion ,”
Army, Vo l. 27, No, 5 (May 1977) , pp. 22-26.
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10. This is true of the short-to—med i um term only. In term s of a mobi liza—
tion war that lasted for severa l years , Am erican productive capacity

• and manpower would dwarf that of any single all y.

II. BAOR has complained for decades tha t the rivers are i nconven i entl y
situated . -

12. See John Erickson , “The Northern Theatre (TVD): Soviet Capabilties
and Concepts ,” RtJS I Journa l, Vol . 121 , No. 4 (December 1976),
pp. 16-19.

13. Paul Bracken , “Urban Sprawl and NATO Defence ,” Surviva l, Vol. XV I I I ,
No. 6 (November/December 1976), p. 260. Thanks to the efforts of
Paul Bracken and a few others , the U.S. Army in particular , and NATO
in genera l , does appear to appreciate now that the urbanization and
suburbanization of West Germany and the Netherlands is a factor of
major milita ry si gnificance . The potential defens i ve value of urban
areas is ampl y illustrated on a mini-scale by reference to the use
made of sem i —demolished villages as anchoring points for trench lines
in World War I , and on a major scale of reference to such World War
II urban contests as those for Len i ngrad , Stalingrad , Caen , Aachen ,
Meme l , Budapes t , etc .

14. A very useful introduction to the subject of m obilization is Herman
Kahn and William Schneider , Jr., The Technolog i ca l Requirements of
Mobilization Warfare, HI—2237-RR (Croton—on—Hudson , New York:
Hudson Inst i tute , May 5, 1975).

15. The Federa l Republic has an Army reserve strength of 1 ,056,000:
615,000 for the field army and 441 ,000 allocated to the territorial
army.

16. American ana l ysts over the past few years have tended to wax eloquen t
on the potential of initial nuclea r use for the imposition of a
tactica l discontinu i ty—-while NATO-Europe continues to believe that
the shock effect of the loca l introduction of nuclear weapons would
be felt primarily in the political sphere.

17. This theme was developed in detail in Gray, Forward Defense in Europe, passim .

18. Carl von Clausewitz , On War, Vol. 3 (London: Routledge and Kegan
• Paul , 1 966, first pub . l83~), pp. 62-74.

19. In the years to come, future generations of strategists will probabl y
conclude that Vietnam (for the United States) illustrates classicall y
how an army that is not perm i tted to win the war cannot deliver to
politicians the means for the winning of the peace.

20. For development of this idea , see Graham H. Turbiville , “Invasion in
Europe - A Scena r io,” ~~~~~~~~~~~ Vol. 26, No, 1 1 (November 1976), pp.
16—21.
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21. As Ste’.:r Caiib y, in particular , has argued . Soviet blitzkrieg hopes
would res t very heavil y upon the shockpower (as compared with over-
whelming quantitative superiority) of the momentum of their offensive .
The Alliance and Europe: Part IV: Militar y Doctrine and Techno 1~ q,~~Adelphi Pape r No. 109 (London: Internationa l Institute for Strategic
Studies , Winter 1974/75).

22. Some NATO strategists are moderately confident that deep initial
thrusts by the Warsaw Pact ’s first echelon wi l l  create salients
as vulnerable as was Guderian ’s armored finge r that stretched from
the Meuse to the Channel in May 1940 (only with the cr itical differ—
ence that NATO would be ready and able to bite into the grossl y under-
defended flanks of the salients created).

23. If the U.S. 7th Army is ‘p i nned down ’ in the South by the CGSF and
Czeck attacks , deep Warsaw Pact penetration to the North would have
to create potentially vulnerable flanks .

24. The longer the war lasted , the more fragile should be intra-Warsaw
Pac t p o litico—military relations.

25. A Soviet Selective Targetin g Strategy Toward Europe, p. 34.

26. Indeed , as a Hudson colleague (Norman Friedman) has suggested , it is
very like l y tha t the very large show-piece exercises that attract a
grea t dea l of attention in the West are not the most important exer-
cis es conducted by Soviet/Pact-allied forces .

27. Nunn-Bart lett , p. 6.

28. For commentary  upo n 23/30 and a gene r a l l y  hos ti l e  r ev iew of N unn
Bart le t t , see the remarks by Representative Les Aspin in the Con-
gr essiona l Record, February 7, 1977 , pp. H9 h l -H 9 l4 .

29. Many immediate vulnerabi h ities could be alleviated--f or examp les ,
the dispe rsion of nuclea r and conventiona l ammun i t ion s tocks , forwaru
deployment of NATO fo rces out of the ir casernes. But , NATO ’s combat-
ava i lab le  m i l i t a r y  resources mi ght grow very l i t t l e  between M-Day
and M + 10-12.

30. See P. 1. Yegorov , I . A. Shl yakhov , and N. I. Alabin , C i v i l  Def ense
(A Sovie t View), transla ted under the ausp ices of the USAF (Washington ,
D.C. :  U.S. Government Printing Office , 1976 , first pub., Moscow ,
1970 ).

3 1. For a strong statement to the effect tha t it could function very
wel l , see Leon Goure, War Surv i va l in Soviet Strategy: USSR Civil
Defense (Washi ngton , D.C.: Center for Advanced Internationa l Stud i es ,
Un ive rs i ty  of Miami , 1976) .
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32. Wr i t ten  Statement by T . K. Jones , in U.S. Cong ress , House Commi t tee
on A rmed Services , Subcom it tee on Investi gat ions , Civ il Defense
Pane l, C iv i l  Defense Review, Hearings , 94th Congress , 2nd Sess ion
(Washington , D.C. :  U.S. Government Pr int ing Of f i ce , 1976) , pp. 206-
267 .

33. “New Assessment Put on Soviet Threa t ,” Avia tion Week and Space Tech-
nology, Vol. 106, No. 13 (March 28, 1977), pp. 42—43.

34. “The Wa rsaw Pact ,” in The Soviet War Machine: An Encyclo ped i a of
Russ ian M i l i t a r y  Equipment and Strategy (New York: Chartwe l l , 1976),
p. 238 .

35. See The Military Balance, 1976-1977 (London : Interna tiona l Institute
for Stra teg ic Studies , 1976) , pp. 99-101 . Assessments of NATO-W arsaw
Pact force levels and l i ke ly  comba t ef fect iveness are notoriously
vu lnerable to se l f—serv ing premises . A useful hones t attempt to make

:1 sense of the balance is Robert Lucas Fischer , Defending the Central
Front: The Balance of Forces, Adelph i Paper No. 127 çLondon : Inter-
nat iona l Ins t itute for St ra tegi c Stud i es , Au tumn 1976). There are
some potent ia l l y cr itica l differences in Soviet-NATO military operat-

4 ing practices which are very difficult to present in a quan tified
way. For one leading example , Sov iet and Pact -a l l ied forces make
on ly the mos t minima l use of operationa l equipment (compared w i t h
NATO forces) for training purposes. By exacting Amer ican standards ,
the re are probab ly no East European formations (save for the Pol ish
air borne and amphibi ous assault division) tha t warrant classification
as operat iona l ly ready.

36. Tt~ FEBA m ight be so comp rom is ed by Sov iet airborne/he licop ter assa u lt
battalions fi ghti ng behind the NATO ‘front line ’ , and NATO pocke ts of
resis tance behind the Wars aw Pac t ’s ‘fron t line ’ , that the i dea of
a main line of resistance migh t do conside rable violence to reality .

37. See Trevor N. Dupuy , “The Current Implications of German Military
Excellence ,” Strategic Review , Vol. IV , No. 14 (Fall 1976), pp. 87-
94.

38. “The Warsaw Pac t ,” p. 236.

39. “Surpr ise At tack:  It Us ual ly Works ,” The Wash ington Pos t, Novembe r 10 ,
1976 , p. A . 15.

40. The unwi l l ingness even of very conservat ive defense a na l y s t - ~ to en-
dorse t he l ikel ihood of a Pact a t t ack  in Europe c a l l s  b r  some ex-
planation . Even men notably inclined to take a tough and susp icious
view of the Soviet Union seem to find it necessary to preface their
ana lyses w i t h  a d isc la imer  along the fo l low ing l ines:  “of course I
am not saying that the Sov iet Union is at a l l  kely to a t tack  Western
Europe ir . the near future , etc. ,  e t c . . ” In order to inject a li t t l e
p o litica l i mmediacy into NATO defense debates , it would be healthy if
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one or two a na I y ‘-. t s Won Id endo I se the idea o •i nt— a r — t e ii in ii i at y
danqer . The ci fec t of the d i sc I a net noted •ihove i s  not so muLh t t ’

r suadt ’ an a ud i enc t’ tha t the ana l y st i s ba 1 anced and mode ta t e , as
rat het to sllqqes t tha t the an a ly st p1 a~ e-. very  1 i t t  I (‘ we i qht Upon
the i up i cat ion o I h is pre Sen tat ion

~t I . T u e  Soy i e  t. Army , for ~jood trade—off reasons , ~appcars to endorse I
idea ot ‘ sat  isf  i c i n g ’ . That is to say , one at t ains a leve l ~ f
readiness that is bel ieved to be ‘good enough’ .

42. For .i l eading example , NORTHAG ’s allocated order of battl e looks more
like a multinationa l jiqsaw puzzle than a serious attemp t at cohesive
forwa rd defense. Excel 1 en t forma t ions (of the Bun de swch r for e xamp 1 e~u
art ’ f lanked by allies whose readiness and even probable combat cifec-
t ivenes s has to be jud ged prob l ematical at best. (Perhaps NATO should
examine in deta il just why i t  was that the German Sixth Army was
isolated at Stahingrad: it is a simple story with a relevant moral).

43. For example , see Marsha l A. A. Grcchko , The Armed Forces of t h e Soviet
State (A Soviet View), translated under the auspices of the USAF
(Washington , D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Offi ce , 1977, first pub.,
Moscow , 1975), p. 319.

44, Among the more likely reasons for a prep lanned Soviet attack west-
ward would be a determ i nation to reverse forcefull y a tide of events
in West Ge rman domes t i c  politics (perhaps wi Lii nea r—t erm ram if ic.it ions
relevant to East Germany ) which a Soviet  leadership deemed to Un—
acceptable.

45 . In summary form : we have no experience of b attlefield nuclear war ;
new generation s of theater—nucl ear and non—nucl ear weapons art’ beinq

• introduced on both sides in Europe i n  l a r g e  number s ;  and no one
can claim to be able to predict the circumstances under w h ic h  war
wou ld occur.

46. But not tha t dynamic. In sharp contrast  to the s i tua t ion  in the West
the Soviet Union does have one still- author i tative master manua l for
contemporary strategy : V.0. Sokolovskliy, Sov ie t  Military Str atc~1,
3rd edition (1968) , translated .md edited by Harriet F . Scott (New
York : Crane, Russak , 1975).

47, See Paul M. Kennedy , The Rise and Fall of British Nava l Mastery (New
York : Scrib ners ’, 1976).

— 48. This author has often in the past characterl zed excessive concern
with Norwegian or Aeg lan deve l opments as ‘1 lankomania ’

49. Paul H. N i tze , “ Deterr ing Our  Deterren t ,” Fore Ig~~Po h ic y ,  No. 2’~
(Winter 1976- 77), pp. 195-210.

50. Even in 1977, desp i te  more than two decades of recurrent int en sive
debate , very many de fense analysts and commentators seem unable to
adopt .i re laxed and (I would c la im)  soph is t ica ted  approach to the
func t ions of t hi-at er—n uc 1 ear f o rc e s  . Indeed • some Amer i can (and
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European ) ana lys ts  have less appa rent d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  the puta t ive
mechanics of an intercontin ental war than they do with limited
battlefield nuc l ear use in Central Europe . Nothing in NATO or So-
viet doctrine prescribes that battlefield nuclear use in Europe
must  presage the end of the world--we should cease to agonize over
the prospects of a hi ghly unlike l y eventuality and begin to address
the rea l defense quest ions.  —

51. See Phi ll i p  A. Karber , “The Soviet Anti-Tank Debate ,” Surviva l , Vol .
X V I I I , No. 3 (May/June 1976), pp. 1 0 5 - I ll; and The Tactica l Revolu-
tion in Soviet Military Doctrine. Defense officials are at variance
w i t h  some of these f i nd in gs an d analyses , particu larly the views on
Soviet AT weapon employment concepts.

52. Lidde ll -Hart , Strategy : The Indirect Approach .

53. See CoHn S. Gray , “Soviet Tactica l Airpower ,” Air Force Magazine ,
Vol. 60, No. 3 (March 1977) , pp. 62-71. Notwithstanding the deploy - 4
ment of specialized ground-attack aircraft with significa nt pay load
over useful ranges (especiall y the Fencer A and the Flogger D), there
is little evidence that would suggest that the new Soviet aircraft
are to be employed as a form of ‘fl y ing artillery ’ (wid el y d i s persed
BlIP regiments could be in sore need of such support).

54. See footnote 51.

55. NATO forces ‘mov i ng up ’ should also be impeded by Soviet-Polish air-
borne troops, by helicopter-borne assault battalion s , and by tac t ica l
air and missile interd iction .

56. Anyone mys t ified by the concept of ‘the fog of ba tt le ’ is recommended
to read John Keegan , The Face of Battle (London : Jonathan Cape , 1976),
pp. 254-263. Keegan ’s descr i p t ion /a nal ysis pertains to the first day
of the Battle of the Sanme (Jul y 1 , 1916) , but the phenomena described
are almost Inherent in the nature of warfa re.

57. This au thor has debated the issue of Soviet combat i nexperience with
a number of professiona l military audiences in the USA , and has not
emerged wi th a clea r sense of the like l y operational meaning of the
fact. Soviet commentators seem to be equally uncertain.

58. See Barry Blechman , “The Balance of Conventional Forces and the U.S. —

Role in Assu ring Regional Stability. ” Paper prepa red for the National
Security Affa i rs Conference , Nationa l Defense University, Washington ,
D.C., Jul y 18-20, 1977, pp. 8—9 .

59. For a fairly comprehens i ve analysis , see Joseph 0. Dougla ss , J r.,
The Soviet Theater Nuc l ear Offens ive , Studies in Communist Affairs ,
Vol. 1 (WashIn gton , D.C. : U.S. Government Printing Office , 1976).

60. See Co lin S. Gray , The Geopolitics of the Nuclea r Era: Heartland ,
Ri mlands and the Technolog i cal Revolution (New York: Crane , Russak ,
Jul y l977),pa ssini .
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61. “Selec t ive Nuclear Operations and Soviet Strategy,” i n Johan J. Holst
and Uwe Ner lich , eds., Beyond Nuc l ear Deterrence: New Aims , New Arms
(New York: Crane , Russak , 1977) , p. 89,

62. By way of anecdota l , and possibly apocrypha l , illustration , Professor
John Erickson stated recently on the BBC (radio) tha t the commanders
of Soviet tank reg imen ts , masquerading as truck drivers , today were
reconnoiter ing their invasion routes into the Federa l Republic of
Germany. Er ickson of fered this anecdote in response to the question ,
‘do the Soviets take ser iously the possibility of war in Europe? ’ .

63. In The Future of Land-Based Missile Forces, Adelph i Paper (London:
Internationa l Insti tute for Strategic Studies , forthcoming 1977).

64. See Douglass , A Soviet Selective Targeting Strategy Toward Europe,
Part I I I  , passim .

65. This view , in more or l ess uncri ti cal forms , permeates: Peter A.
Wi lson , “Batt le f ie ld  Guided Weap ons : The Big Equa li zer ,” U.S. Naval
I nstitute Proceedings, Vol. 101 . No, 2/864 (February 1975), pp. 19—25;
James Oigb y, Precision-Guided Weapons, Ade lphi Paper No. 118 (London :
Internationa l Institute for Strategic Studies , Summer 1975); and
Hoi st and Ner lich , eds., Beyond Nucle ar Deterre’nce. .Greater balance ‘t
ob ta i ns in R i c h a rd Bur t , New Weapons Technolog ies: Debate and Direc-
tions , Ade lph i Paper No. 126 (London : Internationa l Institute for
Strategic Studies , Suniner 1976).

66. Karber , The Tactica l Revolution in Soviet Military Doctrine, Chapter I I I .

67. A point strong l y emphasized in Richard Pi pes , “Why the Soviet Union
Th i nks I t Could Fig h t and W in a Nuclea r War ,” Commentary , Vol . 64,
No. 1 (Jul y 1977), pp. 21-34.

68. These view s are not offered as obita dicta. As a student of military
his tory the author is well aware of the rea l -world fates of very
many (indeed most) confident sound i ng prognoses.

69. But not disrespectful: these are positions rejected after ca reful
thought , not dismissed peremptorIly.

70. The va l ue of first use would depend critically upon when it was exer-
cised .

71. I n the words of Nunn-Bart lett. “[T]here is comparativel y littl e
space in NATO Center to trade for anything ,” p . 12.

72. See Frank Armbrus ter and Max Singer , Shielding-Emphasis Deployments
for Tactica l Nuc l ear War , HI—586-RR (Croton-on-Hudson , New York :
Hudson Institute , August 26, 1965), passim.
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AIIN: VLWS U.S. Army Armor Schoo l

2 cy ATTN: RAIN ATIN : AISB-CTD
1 cy AIIM: liii

U.S. Army Bali;s tic Research tabs.
Field Command AIIM : Technical Library
Defe nse Nuclear Agency ATIN : DRXBR-X

AIIM : FCPRA ATTN : DRXBR-VL
2 cy ATIN : FCPR
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